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CHRISTIC BAPTISM. 


WHAT IS ITS NATURE AND HOW DOES IT ILLUSTRATE THE 
USAGE OF 


BANTIZQ2 


WHAT IS CHRISTIC BAPTISM? 


Curistic Baptism is Christ’s baptism in its various aspects: 
1. The baptism received by Christ personally; 2. The immediate 
baptism of sinners administered by Christ personally; 3. The 
ritual baptism of such authorized by Christ to be administered by 
others; 4. The everlasting baptism secured by Christ for the re- 
deemed. Christic baptism as established by Christ has a twofold 
character: 1. Real; 2. Ritual. Rea Christic baptism is a thor- 
ough change in the moral condition of the soul effected by the 
Holy Ghost and uniting to Christ by repentance and faith, and 
through Christ re-establishing filial and everlasting relation with 
the living God—Father, Son and Holy Ghost. Ruiruat Christic 
baptism is not another and diverse baptism, but is one and the 
same baptism declared by word, and exhibited (as to its purify- 
ing nature) by pure water applied to the body; symbolizing the 
cleansing of the soul through the atoning blood of Christ by the 
Holy Ghost. 

Every symbol is necessarily imperfect as compared with the 
wholeness of that which is symbolized. No symbol can exhibit 
everything which enters into the object symbolized. A symbol, 
ordinarily if not necessarily, exhibits oné thing and not. many 
things. The type lamb slain on Abel’s altar exhibited one thing— 
the death of the Antitype Lamb slain on Calvary. The Bread and 
the Wine in the Lord’s Supper as sources of life to the body sym- 
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bolize one thing—the body and the blood of Christ as sources of 
life to the soul. The antecedent type (the Lamb slain) sets forth 
substitutionary death; the consequent symbols (Bread and Wine) 
set forth life proceeding from that death. Water has by universal 
acknowledgment a physically purifying quality, and hence, has 
been accepted in all ages as a symbol of purity, in religious rites. 
The fundamental characteristic of baptism by the Holy Ghost 
(Real Christic baptism) is moral purification. This characteristic 
is selected by divine wisdom for symbolization by water in »tual 
Christic baptism. And having performed this one duty, we say 
that the symbolizing function of the water is exhausted. It is a 
matter of universal admission, that if this be the sole office of the 
water then, neither quantity nor mode of use has any’place for 
consideration. But such sole office is denied. 

A modern theory respecting ritual Christian baptism throws 
into deepest shadow this idea of purification, and declares, that 
another and diverse baptism, namely, a dipping into water (not 
found in and not possible to the real baptism), constitutes both 
the spirit and the substance of the rite; and, that in it is exhibited 
a death, a burial, a resurrection, a grave, a womb, a pollution, and 
somewhere, somehow, a purification. This theory is so unique in 
the complexity and perplexity of its symbolism, and is so grievous 
(as declared by them) to its friends in compelling a separation 
from all God’s people who receive but “Sone baptism ” (the real 
Christic baptism by the Holy Ghost and its ritual Christic bap- 
tism by water), that it becomes necessary to draw out its details 
for a rational judgment and a Scriptural determination. This I 
will endeavor to do by briefly adducing the statements of those 
who are of acknowledged authority among its friends. 

1. This theory says: God commands, in baptism, a definite act 
to be done, which act is expressed by the word Bazrifw, “a word 
which has but one meaning, to dip and nothing but dip, through 
all Greek literature.” Evidence: ‘‘In baptism we are commanded 
to perform THE acT represented by the word baptize.” Prof. M. 
P. Jewett (p. 46). ‘The word baptize is perfectly sufficient for 
me why baptism implies immersion without a particle of evidence 
from any other thing.” Carson (p. 144). “The action which 
Jesus Christ commandéd in the word Bazrifw calls for exact obe- 
dience; this word indicates a specific action, and can have but 
one meaning; it derives its meaning and immutable form from 
Badxrw, and therefore inherits the proper meaning of the bap, which 
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is dip.” Alex. Campbell (pp. 116-120). ‘The text (Matt. 28 : 19) 
shows the appointment of immersion in water.” Stovel (p. 479). 
‘“* As soon as the convert goes down into the water to obey Jesus 
.-- cease to resist the truth... .Can you trifle with baptism? ... 
‘ Arise and be baptized and wash away thy sins.’ These are the 
words of God himself, and take care how you slight them. It 
is a plain duty which you may not evade without insult to the 
Saviour and peril to your soul.... I warn you that the gospel” 
(dipping into water) ‘‘is to be obeyed as well as believed. . . . ‘He 
that believeth and is baptized shall be saved, he that believeth not 
shall be damned.’ Saved or damned?” Fuller (pp. 9, 104). 

2. The theory says: The water in baptism represents a grave. 
_ Evidence: ‘In baptism we are figuratively put into the grave 
along with him. In our baptism we are emblematically laid in the 
grave with Christ.” Carson (p. 143). 7 

3. The theory says: Death precedes the baptism or takes place 
in and by the baptism. Hvidence: “*The external ordinance 
represents a burial and supposes, of course, a death to have taken 
place. .. . We do not believe in death by drowning as heing 
represented in this ordinance, although this appears to have been : 
the belief of a few Baptists.” Ingham, London (p. 258). 

4. The theory says: The burial in this symbol water-grave is” 
of varied significance. Evidence: 1. It refers to a burial in Jor- 
dan. “The baptismal water reminds of the Jordan when Jesus 
went down into the water and was buried.” Prof. Pepper, The 
Relation of Baptism and Communion (p. 16). 2. It refers to a 
burial in the rock sepulchre of Joseph. ‘+ As Jesus was buried 
in the tomb of Joseph, so we are buried by baptism. We are 
buried with Christ.” Ingham (p. 251). 3. It refers to a burial of 
the old man. ‘In our baptismal burial we emblematically deposit 
our moral corruption.” Prof. Ripley, Reply to Stuart (p. 94). 

5. The theory says: The lifting out of this water-grave is a 
symbol of the resurrection. Evidence: “ Baptism might have a 
reference to burial without resurrection. These two things are 
quite distinct.” Carson (p. 140). This resurrection, like the 
burial, is multiple in character. 1. It refers to the resurrection 
of Christ. “The resurrection of Christ is set forth in baptism.” 
Prof. Pepper (p.16). 2. The resurrection of the baptized. ‘* The 
central prophecy of baptism is the believer’s glorious resurrection 
at the Lord’s second coming.” Prof. Pepper (p. 19). 3. The 
resurrection of the new man. ‘The external act of baptism is + 
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symbol of the burying of the old man and the rising up of the new 
man.” Christian (C. B.) Quarterly (July, 1872, p. 405). 

6. The theory says: The acts in baptism which make up a dip- 
ping (putting into and taking out of) are of a symbol character. 
Evidence: “It is possible that an ordinance performed by immer- 
sion might have had no instruction in the mode. It might have 
been all in the water. Had not the Apostle explained this ordi- 
nance.we should have had no right so to do.” Carson (p. 456). 
‘In scriptural baptism there is a literal going down into the water 
and there is a literal rising up from the water. The literal action 
included in baptism represents spiritual and important truth. This 
is the Divine arrangement and purpose in connection with this 
ordinance, as it is also with the breaking of bread, X&c., in the 
Lord’s Supper.” Ingham (p. 252). 

7. The theory says: The water in baptism is a womb. Lvi- 
dence: ‘*To be born of water most evidently implies, that water 
is the womb out of which the person who is born proceeds. To be 
born of water is that birth which is represented by being immersed 
in water. To emerge out of the water is like a birth.” Carson 
(p. 476). 

8. The theory says: The grave of baptism is a place for the de- 
posit of pollution. Evidence: ‘* Baptism proclaims the sinner’s 
pollution.” Pengilly (p. 1138). ‘‘ When we rise from this grave 
we leave our moral loathsomeness behind, and rise to a new and 
holy life.” Prof. Ripley (p. 94). 

9. The theory says: The water in baptism is an emblem of 
purification. Hvidence: ‘‘The water in baptism must be an em- 
blem, not a means. The purification of the heart is by faith. This 
washing takes place before baptism. Baptism is an emblem of 
this washing and regeneration.” Carson (p.479). ‘If in baptism 
there be a perfect emblem of purification, immersion must be the 
mode.” Ingham (p. 260). This washing must be of the entire 
body, because depravity is entire. ‘There is good reason for 
employing so much water as to immerse the body. If the Chris- 
tian felt his entire depravity, his utter defilement from the crown 
of his head to the sole of his foot, and desired to be thoroughly 
washed from his iniquity, he might crave the entire immersion of 
his body in the waters of baptism, as symbolic of the universal 
cleansing which he sought by the influence of the Holy Ghost.” 
Prof. M. P. Jewett (p. 99). 

10. The theory says: Baptism is emblematic of suffering. Evi- 
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dence: ‘‘ Baptism is a figure of our Lord’s overwhelming suffer- 
ings.” Pengilly (p. 114). 

11. The logic of this theory as declared by its friends is this: 
Outside of this theory there is no’ baptism, no Lord’s Supper, no 
Christian ministry, no Christian church—and by the same inex- 
orable logic, no Christian man. Evidence: ‘ Christian baptism 
is immersion of a believer in water, in the name of the Father, 
Son and Holy Ghost—nothing else is. Baptist churches are the 
only Christian churches in existence. Pedobaptists have no right 
to the Lord’s Supper. Whenever they partake of the Lord’s Sup- 
per they partake unworthily and eat and drink damnation to them- 
- selves.” J. T. Lloyd (Religious Herald). ‘For Baptists to call 
Pedobaptist bodies churches having the right to administer the 
Lord’s Supper is logical insanity and idiocy.” J. M. BR. heen tt 
Recorder). 

Which is the more curious, the theory itself or these logical 
deductions, it would be difficult to estimate. This however is 
certain: All who accept the one, or the other, or both, have a just 
claim on our deepest sympathy, because of that intellectual and 
moral burden which they have unwittingly assumed, and which 
they declare to be “ grievous and hard to be borne.” Conscience 
is a sacred thing. It is still venerable in its root even while re- 
volting in its fruit in verily thinking, that it does God service by 
filling Saul with threatenings and slaughter, and sprinkling his 
garments with martyr blood, or.in prompting the theory to exclude 
from the body and blood of Christ his redeemed ones when the 
memorial ordinance is spread by its friends, and declaring that 
they act a lie—an unintelligent lie*—when they venture to sit 
down at the Lord’s table among themselves. ' 

Every high priest taken from among men should be one ‘‘ who 





% « A believer, acting as a believer, cannot act a lie. But if one with full 
knowledge of the import of the rites begin with the Communion, he does act 
alie. He says in act, in a most solemn, formal act, ‘I have a spiritual life 
which did not begin.’ If he be baptized after he has communed, he lies, for 
he solemnly, sacramentally affirms, I now first begin a life, which yet he 
has long declared to be his. He comes into Christ for the first time, though 
he has been already abiding in him. In declaring such acts to be lies, it is 
only on the supposition that the acts are performed intelligently, with an 
understanding of their true nature. Our argument requires the considera- 
tion of no other cases.” G. D. B. Pepper, Prof. of Theol., Crozer Sem. Bap- 
tism and Communion (p. 34). 
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can have compassion on the ignorant and on them that are out of 
the way; for that he himself also is compassed with infirmity.” 
We should be mindful of this “ infirmity,” and be emulous of this 
high priestly spirit in dealing with this most remarkable theory, 
“speaking the truth in love” fully persuaded, that the theory and 
its logic are alike held “ in all good conscience,” even when, in 
their characteristic vocabulary, they stigmatize God’s people as 
Communion Table liars. ‘. 
OBJECTIONS TO THIS THEORY. 


There are some objections to this theory which appear on its 
face, that it may be well to state briefly before entering on a more 
detailed prosecution of our inquiry. 

1. Philological. This inquiry has advanced sufficiently far to 
warrant the statement, that the philological basis of the theory 
neither has nor ever had any existence. The corner-stone of the 
theory (not the stone supporting one corner, but every corner 
and all between the four corners) is the word Baztilw. Now, if 


anything out of mathematics was ever proved, it has been proved ~~ 


that this word does not mean fo dip; that it never did, that it 
never can so mean, without there be first an utter metamorphosis 
as to its essential character. That which above all other things 
discriminates and puts a great gulf between Bazrifw and ‘ dip” 
is the time of intusposition demanded, respectively, for their 
objects. ‘¢ Dip” puts its object in a condition of intusposition 
momentarily ; it puts in and draws out; BaztiSw demands a con- 
dition of intusposition for its object without any limitation as to 
the time of continuance in such condition, but allows it to remain 
for ages or an eternity. There are no writings in which these 
discriminating characteristics are more essential or more boldly 
presented than in the Scriptures. It is obvious, that under these 
meanings no one can be baptized into water, for death must fol- 
low, and therefore, the theory apologetically introduces ‘ dip” 
and says: ‘*The command of God to baptize Christians into water 
cannot be obeyed, therefore dipping into water must be substi- 
tuted.” But might it not be well to review the theory and in- 
quire, whether God ever gave any command to baptize his people 
into water? In fact, there is not a particle of evidence for any 
such command. Inasmuch as there is no element in Bazttw for 
withdrawing its object from the water, there is nothing in Chris- 
tian baptism to play the part of ‘ resurreetion from a grave,” or 


OBJECTIONS TO THIS THEORY. 23 


of “birth from a womb.” And if there is no provision for taking 
out of this grave and womb, it will be hard to find any one who 
will be willing to go into this water-grave-womb. As the theory 
cannot exist without a dipping, and as BantiZw makes no provision 
for a dipping, its philological foundation falls out bodily. 

2. Chronological, A second difficulty confronting the theory 
is chronological. Dr. Pepper, Prof. of Theology in Crozer Baptist. 
Theological Seminary, says (Baptism and Communion, p. 26), 
‘“’Turn now to the two ordinances, and note the times of their 
institution. The puerile inquiry, raised in defence of Rantism, 
whether John’s Baptism was Christian Baptism, we may assume, 
_ can have only one answer, and that affirmative. The time of the 
institution of Baptism is thus fixed at the beginning of John’s: 
ministry.” Not caring, just now, to engage “in defence of 
Rantism” (whatever that may be), nor to intermeddle in any 
“puerile inquiry,” I propose a chronological inquiry in relation 
to burial and resurrection as entering into a baptism by dipping 
into water. The inquiry is this: Where from the beginning to 
the ending of John’s ministry is there one word said about 
‘burial and resurrection” being elements in baptism? Extend- 
ing the chronological range I would inquire: Where in all the 
ministry of Peter, beginning at the baptism of Pentecost among 
the Jews, and extending through the baptism at Caesarea among 
the Gentiles, to the Bible close of his Apostolic work, where does 
a burial or a resurrection appear in his baptizing? Extend the 
period through the entire history of the Church as given in the 
book of Acts, and where among its many recorded baptisms do 
we find a record of burials and resurrections? It is not until 
more than a quarter of hundred years after ‘the institution of 
Baptism” that such terms’are found in connection with the word 
baptize, and then not in the administration of ritual baptism, not 
in the exposition of ritual baptism, and not in connection with 
ritual baptism in any way. ‘ Buried with Christ by baptism into 
HIS DEATH” is no more burial with Christ by baptism into WATER, 
than George the Third of England is George Washington of 
America, because ‘‘George” appears in bothnames. ‘The Third 
of England” expounds the first George, and ‘‘ Washington of 
America” expounds the second George; so, “into his death” 
expounds the first “baptism,” and ‘‘into water” expounds the 
second * baptism.” And these baptisms are as diverse from each 
other as the George of England is diverse from the George of 


. 
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America. It is an embarrassment which confronts those who 
make burial and resurrection the grand features of ritual baptism, 
that from the time of John until the time of Paul’s epistle to the 
Romans, more than a quarter of a century, there is not one word 
of Scripture on which they cau hang their theory. 

But there is a longer chronological period which claims atten- 
tion. It extends through a thousand years. And what I would 
ask of the friends of the theory is this: What is the name 
of one man who during a thousand years after the institttion 
of baptism wrote or said or believed that dipping into water 
was Christian baptism? In other words, tell us of one man 
among the millions of ten centuries who believed the theory, or 
. would have thought it worthy of consideration. Do not mistake 
my demand. The inquiry is not, for one who practiced the 
covering of the body in water in ritual baptism ; nor is it, for one 
who interpreted such baptism as a burial and resurrection; there 
is not only one such, but one legion; but what is sought is quite 
other than this, to wit: one who believed that this covering with 
water was Christian Baptism. 

If this theory of baptism is so alien from the teaching of the 
Holy Scriptures, that no one for some thousand and a half thou- 
sand years ever found it there, then, there is a portentous chron- 
ological difficulty in the way of its acceptance in these latter days, 
so long as we have the Bible in our hands. 

If it should be asked, Why these ancient worthies ‘ covered 
with water” in baptism? I answer: For the same reason that 
they baptized men and women naked. And precisely here (in 
the absolute nudity of the ancients and in the water-tight India- 
rubber vestments of the moderns) is revealed the antipodal char- 
acter of these baptisms. The ancients believed, that there was 
a vis baptismatis in the water which applied to the body reached 
to the soul, and thus effected Christian Baptism ; therefore this 
water was applied to the whole body naked for the better devel- 
opment of its baptizing power. The friends of the modern 
theory adopt the empty water covering of the ancients while they 
reject their soul baptism, substituting for it the unknown, un- 
scriptural, impossible baptism—dipping into water. 

3. Symbological. Another difficulty of the theory is its very 
remarkable symbology. Symbols, like words, have one definite 
meaning. If words in the same utterance cannot have many and 
diverse meanings, neither can symbols. The Bible is full of sym- 
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bols, types, and emblems, from the Tree of Life in Eden to the 
River of Life flowing out of the throne of God and the Lamb in 
heaven; but in no one through all these intervening ages can 
there be found many and diverse meanings. A false interpreta- 
tion once taught, that the words of Scripture meant all that could 
be put into them; the theory adopts this principle in its interpre- 
tation of ritual Baptism. Out of the elements entering into this 
ordinance are selected as symbolic, the water, the believer, and the 
double action putting into and taking out of. The administrator 
is not fised in the interpretation, only his eliminated acts; neither 
is any use made of those great words (the very soul of the ordi- 
nance) ‘into Christ,” ‘‘into the Name of the Father, and of the 
Son, and of the Holy Ghost,” save in a jejune and destructive 
interpretation, ‘‘ by the authority of.” What is left out, however, 
has its compensation in the quantity of that which is put in. 
The water appears in three offices: 1, of a grave; 2, of a womb; 
3, of the blood of Christ. As a grave the living “believer” is 
put into it; (1.) As dead with Christ; (2.) As dead, by natural 
death; (3.) As ‘“‘ the old man” dead, to be buried and to be left 
in the grave. And he is taken out of the grave, (1.) As risen 
with Christ; (2.) As risen at Christ’s second coming; (3.) As 
risen ‘‘a new man” to holy living. This would seem to be enough 
of symbolization for one transaction. It is, however, only the 
beginning. The water must, again, appear in a wholly new office, 
that of a womb. The interpretation, here, is not so complex but 
is more perplexed; since the putting into the water and the 
taking out of the water are both represented as a birth. In its 
third office the water appears as the blood of Christ. And Pro- 
fessor Jewett tells us (with a humanism which responds to the 
naked baptism of old), that total depravity calls for a total cover- 
ing in this symbol blood. Into this symbol blood the “ believer” 
is dipped, and under it he leaves his pollution, being drawn out 
washed and without spot. 

It is hardly necessary to say, that such exposition is no more 
grounded in the Scripture than it is in common sense. It is vain 
to plead, that burial with Christ, and resurrection, and new birth, 
and cleansing by the blood of the Lamb, are in the Scriptures. 
They are there; but they are not there impossibly and absurdly 
piled up upon the ritual water whose one and sole office it is to 
symbolize the purification of the soul by the blood of Christ, 
through the Holy Ghost. If the theory did not lose every element 
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of life under its absolute repudiation by philology, if it could find 
a better status in the chronology of ages, still, such symbolization 
must constitute a monument under which it must be forever 
buried. 

4. Exegetical. The theory which makes Christian Baptism to 
consist in a dipping into water in the name (‘by the authority”) 
of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, is as absolutely 
rejected by a just exegesis of the Word of God, as it is by phi- 
lology, chronology, and the law of Symbols. This it is now our 
business to establish. The result will, we think, show beyond 
any question, that this modern theory teaches a baptism which is 
not only not commanded in the Scriptures, not only imperfect in 
its nature, but is a pure and absolute abandonment of that bap- 
tism which God has ordained in his word. 

We will now proceed to a consideration of individual cases 
under Christic Baptism. 


¢ 


CHRISTIC BAPTISM: BAPTISM RECEIVED BY 
CHRIST. 


BAPTISM OF JESUS BY JOHN. 


MatTruew 8:15. 
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“Thus it becometh us to fulfil all righteousness.” 
WHAT BAPTISM DID JESUS RECEIVE FROM JOHN? 


A Covenant Baptism. 


JOHANNIC Baptism concluded with a consideration of the place 
where the Lord Jesus was baptized by his Forerunner. The 
nature of the baptism then received was not considered, because 
it did not pertain to “John’s baptism,” but was grounded in that 
peculiar work for the accomplishment of which the Son of God 
was made manifest in the flesh—the fulfilment of all righteous- 
ness.” It is one thing to be baptized by John and quite another 
thing to receive the ‘‘baptism of John.” Therefore, while the 
Scriptures teach us that Jesus came to the Jordan to be baptized 
by John, they do not teach us that he came to receive John’s 
baptism. © Indeed it is impossible, in any just aspect of the case, 
that he could have received it. Whatever involves an absurdity 
must be impossible and untrue. That an absurdity is involved 
in such a supposition is thus shown: ‘The baptism of John” 
was for sinners; demanding “repentance,” “fruits meet for re- 
pentance,” and promising ‘‘the remission of sins.” But the Lord 
Jesus Christ was not a sinner, could not repent of sin, could not 
bring forth fruit meet for repentance on account of sin, could not 
receive the. remission of sin. Therefore the reception of ‘the 
baptism of John” by Jesus is impossible, untrue, and absurd. 
Again: The baptism of John was “‘to prepare a people for the 
Lord.” But to address such a baptism to the Lord (preparing 
the Lord for himself) is absurd. Therefore the reception of 
John’s baptism by the Lord Jesus is impossible, untrue, and 

( 27 ) 


28 CHRISTIC BAPTISM. 


absurd. It is just as absurd to suppose that he received this bap- 
tism formally but not substantially. A baptism exists only while 
its essence exists. The essence of John’s ritual baptism is found 
in its symbolization of purification in the soul through repent- 
ance and remission of sin. But in the Lord Jesus there was no 
basis for such symbolization, and consequently there was no basis 
for the baptism of John. The idea that John’s baptism could be 
received representatively is just as impossible. To the glory of 
God in the highest, the Lord Jesus did ‘bear our iniquities$” was 
“made sin for us;” but he was not hereby the more qualified to 
receive John’s baptism. The Lord Jesus did not represent peni- 
tent sinners, nor sinners whose iniquities were remitted. He 
came as the Friend of publicans and sinners, to call sinners to 
repentance, to give repentance to Israel; there was no adaptation 
in the baptism of John to such Sin-Bearer. He must accomplish 
a baptism for himself; it must be of blood and not of water; 
‘without the shedding of blood there is no remission of sin” such 
as Jesus bore. In his character as Bearer of the sins of others, he 
neither had nor could have anything to do with John’s baptism. 
The Bearer of Sin must be baptized; but it is with a baptism 
which none other can share. It must be the baptism of one who 
is able “to fulfil all righteousness,” and to bear the penalty of a 
broken law, in order to the redemption of the guilty. This bap- 
tism, this ‘‘one baptism,” may form the basis for John’s baptism; 
but to suppose that the Originator of the baptism by atoning 
blood could enter personally or representatively into the baptism 
of John, is as absurd as to suppose that the foundation of a house 
can rest upon the house which is builded on it, or that a fountain 
can be supplied by the stream which flows from it, or that a rock 
can enter into the shadow which it casts for the weary. The 
Lord Jesus never baptized any with water symbolizing spiritual 
blessings. It was as unsuitable for the Dispenser of all spiritual 
blessings to do so, as to give symbols of healing to the blind, and 
deaf, and dumb, and lame, and sick. And it was just as unsuit- 
able for him to receive from John not merely the symbol involving 
the impossibilities of repentance and remission, but the symbol of 
any spiritual blessing, he himself being the source of all spiritual 
good. Butif it were not too grossly earthy to suppose that our 
Divine Sin-bearer could go through the fiction of confessing sin, 
declaring repentance, and receiving remission, he would know, 
and John would know, and all would know, that such service 
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was no administration of ‘‘ John’s baptism.” All who came to 
John’s baptism were exposed to, and ‘ warned to. flee from the 
wrath to come.” From what wrath to come could Jesus fiee? 
There is no aspect in which the ministry (preaching or baptism ) 
of John can be considered which will allow of the Coming One to 
be made subject to it. John himself recognizes this truth, and 
promptly declares it when Jesus comes to him. And it is not 
until an explanation is given, reminding him of the peculiar rela- 
tion in which they stand to each other, and indicating the nature 
of the baptism sought, that John’s embarrassment is removed. 
This is effectually accomplished through those brief but most sig- 
nificant words—“‘ thus it becometh us to fulfil all righteousness.” 
’ This language cannot apply to the ritual baptism of John. 
That was not a thing of law. One confessing himself a sinner, 
and fleeing from the wrath to come, could hardly claim for him- 
self the doing a work of righteousness. David did not imagine 
that he was doing a work of righteousness when he presented 
before God ‘a broken heart and a contrite spirit.” An act of 
righteousness and godly sorrow for sin do not belong to the same 
category. It cannot be claimed that the Lord Jesus was under 
obligation to undergo this baptism as a part of ‘all righteous- 
ness ;” 1. Because there is no righteousness in it; 2. Because 
what there is in it is just that which he did not come to do. He 
did not come to repent for sinners, nor to exercise faith for 
sinners. These things do not enter into that “ all righteousness ” 
which he came to fulfil. And he did not come to receive John’s 
baptism ; which is just as far removed from the wondrous work 
which he came todo. These words must be received at their full, 
normal, scriptural value. They describe with divine brevity, ful- 
ness, and force, the work which the Mightier than John came into 
the world to do—‘‘TO FULFIL ALL RIGHTEOUSNESS.” Never was 
there a time more suitable for its announcement. They are the 
first words of his public life. To no person could they be more 
suitably spoken. The Forerunner is hereby notified that the 
Coming One has met him. Nothing could be more appropriate 
to the amazing mission which brought him into our world, than 
some expressive and visible covenant declaration and act. No 
one could share in such inauguration with a fitness comparable 
with that of his great Forerunner. And to this fitness of rela- 
tionship reference is had in the words—‘ thus it becometh us ”— 
‘“‘thus,” by baptism ; ‘“‘us,” administered by thee, my Forerunner, 
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to me, the Coming One proclaimed by thee; “now,” entering 
upon my covenant work which I now declare and am ready to 
begin—* te fulfil all righteousness.” Can there be, in view of the 
persons, the time, and the circumstances, any other satisfactory 
interpretation of these great words? 

Stier (Words of the Lord Jesus, I, 30-33) recognizes this bap- 
tism, although not always with accurate discrimination, as far dif- 
ferent from that of John’s baptism. ‘‘ For thus it becometh us 
to fulfil all righteousness.’ First of all we cannot but be *pro- 
foundly impressed by the lofty contrast between this avowal of 
righteousness, and the confession of sin of all the others, who 
came to be baptized. And it is strange that Theologians in their 
search for testimonies of the sinlessness of Jesus, do not find here 
the first and most luminous dictum probans from his own mouth. 
This was the decisive declaration which set John perfectly at rest. 
. . . Here at the very first does the Lord openly announce to 
John: Placing myself in the likeness of sinners, taking their sins 
upon me, I shall and will fulfil righteousness for them. . . . This 
baptism is truly and essentially the true beginning point of that 
Obedience, the consummation of which, in the death of the Cross 
in order to the Resurrection, it pretypifies; ‘thus,’ not herein nor 
hereby, is an expression of comparison, which points forward to 
the thing compared. This baptism is his anointing to that sacri- 
fice of himself for sinners which now first properly begins. He 
afterwards was baptized with the baptism of death, in which he, 
as the Lamb of God, bore our guilt; which was not to him the 
wages of sin, but the highest meritorious righteousness for us all. 
. . . He presents himself, saying—Behold I come to do thy will; 
the Father responds—This is my beloved Son! This acceptance 
and obligation is to him what the confession of sin is to the sinner. 
Therein our sins are confessed as done away in his righteousness, 
and the future baptism for the true forgiveness of sins, which 
should be ours by virtue of his baptism, is foreannounced.” 

These extracts show a great gulf separating this baptism of the 
Lord Jesus by John from ‘the baptism of John.” 

Venema says: ‘“‘ The water of baptism denotes the punishing 
justice of God. Into this justice Christ was immersed. This is 
the baptism of Christ concerning which he speaks, Matt. 20: 22; 
and this was represented by the baptism of water which was ad- 
ministered to him by John.” Such views, as just as profound, 
preclude our accepting the barren and superficial conception, that 
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this baptism of Jesus is to be swallowed up in myriads of like bap- 
tisms received by the people of Jerusalem and Judea! It is not 
a like baptism. It stands solitary and alone. But one could re- 
ceive it. In it there is an announcement of the work of redemp- 
tion and a covenant engagement by the Son of God to accomplish 
it. This announcement and assumption of covenant obligation 
the Father accepts and declares himself ‘ well pleased.” The 
Holy Ghost makes like declaration by descending upon and bap- 
tizing the covenanting Son for his amazing work now assumed at 
Jordan, but “finished ” only on Calvary. 

Bengel (Matt. 3:15) speaks with characteristic wisdom and 
penetration: ‘‘ It becomes me, as the principal; thee, as the min- 
ister. In the mind of Jesus it might also have this sense, ‘ It 
becomes me and my Father that I should fulfil all righteousness.’ 
This (all righteousness) is effected not by John and Jesus, but by 
Jesus alone, who undertook that very thing in his baptism ; whence 
the appellation ‘ baptism’ is transferred also to his passion, Luke 
12:50. Jesus uttered the words here recorded instead of that 
which others who were baptized, being sinners, confessed concern- 
ing their sins. Such a speech suited none but the Messiah him- 
self.” ...1 John 5:6; ‘He not only undertook, when he came 
to baptism, the task of fulfilling all righteousness, Matt. 3: 15, but 
he also completed it by pouring out his blood,” John 19:30. And 
Ambrose (1V, 680) says: “It was becoming that the precepts of 
the Law which he had established, he should fulfil, as he says else- 
where, ‘I have not come to destroy the Law, but to fulfil.”” Also, 
Hilary (I, 927): ‘¢ All righteousness must be fulfilled by him, by 
whom only the Law could be fulfilled.” 

This baptism is a covenant “to fulfil all righteousness.” 


4 
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autor. 
‘‘T saw the Spirit descending from heaven like a dove, and it abode upon 


him.’’—John 1: 82 (Matt. 8:16; Mark 1:10; Luke 3: 22.) 
BAPTISM OF THE LORD JESUS BY THE HOLY GHOST. 
The term baptism is not immediately applied to this transac- 
tion. It is, however, very clearly involved in the words immedi- 


ately following—‘‘ Upon whom thou shalt see the Spirit descend- 
ing, and remaining on him, the same is ¢ Bantifwy & Ilvebpare ‘Ayio.” 
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This title, ‘‘ The Baptizer by (¢v) the Holy Ghost,” is predicated on 
the previous personal baptism of our Lord by the Holy Ghost as 
none other had been or could be (illimitably) and therefore wield- 
ing all the power of this Divine person in baptizing others. But 
apart from this statement there is no want of evidence for author- 
izing this transaction being called a baptism. Evidence, to excess, 
has been furnished for the existence of baptisms where no envel- 
opment was to be found in fact, or could rationally be conceived. 
The usage, under such circumstances, being based on a similarity 
of condition with that produced on a class of bodies susceptible 
of being penetrated, pervaded, and so receiving quality from some 
enveloping element. Therefore this descent of the Holy Ghost 
and his abiding upon our Lord is called a baptism, and not because 
of any irrational and impossible external envelopment. That the 
whole being of ‘‘the Christ’ was henceforth under the influence 
of this anointing the Scriptures abundantly testify: 1. By declar- 
ing through the Forerunner (John 3: 34) that “the Spirit is not 
given by measure unto him,” and therefore the farther statement, 
“ Jesus being full of the Holy Ghost.” That such a gift would 
have a controlling influence, we are not left to infer; but it is ex- 
pressly declared by John—‘‘ He whom God hath sent speaketh 
the words of God, for God giveth not the Spirit by measure unto 
him.” 2. This gift was as unlimited in continuance as it was in 
measure— I saw the Spirit descending from heaven like a dove 
and it abode upon him” (John 1:32). 38. Under this influence 
he preached—' The Spirit of the Lord is upon me, because he 
hath anointed me to preach the gospel to the poor, . . . to preach 
the acceptable year of the Lord. And he began to say unto 
them, This day is this Scripture fulfilled in your ears” (Luke 
4:18, 21); ‘God anointed Jesus of Nazareth with the Holy 
Ghost and with power” (Acts 10:38). 4. His miracles were 
wrought by this power— If I by (¢&) the Spirit of God cast out 
devils then the kingdom of God has come unto you” (Matt. 12 : 28). 
5. The offering up of himself as the Lamb of God was through the 
same Spirit—* Who through the eternal Spirit offered himself 
without spot to God” (Heb. 9:14). This offering was the con- 
summation of that covenant assumed at his baptism by John when 
he engaged “‘ to fulfil all righteousness.” And it was the trium- 
phant ending of that work in loving sympathy with which the 
Holy Ghost descended and abode upon him until the sacrificial 
offering was “ finished.” 
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It was conclusive evidence of the pervading and controlling 
influence of a baptism, that the Saviour immediately after such 
baptism is represented as being under the full influence of the 
divine Spirit—** Then was Jesus led up by (2) the Spirit into the 
wilderness” (Luke 4:1). And when he came out of the wilder- 
ness he came invested with all the singular potency of this Divine 
agent—‘ Jesus returned in the power of the Spirit” (Luke 4: 14). 
And in this condition of baptism did our most blessed Lord con- 
tinue during all the period in which he was engaged in accom- 
plishing his covenant “to fulfil all righteousness.” 

All must be struck with the irreconcilableness between this 
baptism and the theory. The theory requires a dipping; where 
is the dipping in this baptism? The theory requires a covering; 
where is the covering in this baptism? The theory requires 
momentary continuance; where is the momentariness in this life- 
long baptism? On the other hand, the identity between the con- 
clusions reached in Classic baptism, illustrated in Judaic baptism, 
and confirmed by Johannic baptism, and the features of the bap- 
tism before us, is obvious. Here, as everywhere, we find the 
presence of a controlling influence, a thorough change of condi- 
tion, and no limitation of time. It is as impossible for the theory. 
to expound the baptisms in the Bible or out of the Bible as it is 
impossible for a sieve to hold water. 

It is not without practical value to notice the harmony between 
this baptism of our Lord, on entering upon his office work, and 
that baptism of the Apostles at Pentecost, when entering upon 
their office work. Both baptisms were by the Spirit. Both bap- 
tisms were, in their nature, qualifying for office. Both baptisms 
were distinct from, while essentially related to the ‘‘one baptism.” 
Both baptisms were of life-long continuance. Neither baptism 
was connected with a water symbolization. The ‘like as a dove” 
well betokened the Holy Ghost and not a particular gift; while 
the “like as of fire” tongues, aptly set forth the more specific 
endowments conferred upon the Apostles. The Saviour was not 
covered over in the “like as a dove” appearance; nor were the 
Apostles covered over in the “ like as of fire ” tongues; yet both 
were as much covered in the one or the other as men and women 
were covered in the symbol water of their baptism. 

While there are harmonies between the baptisms of our Lord 
and of his Apostles by the Holy Ghost, there is also diversity 
which separates them measurelessly and precludes the use of the 
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phraseology (‘‘immersed in the Holy Ghost”) insisted on by the 
theory. The New Testament proffers to men a ‘ baptism into re- 
pentance—-into the remission of sins—into Christ.” Did any one 
ever imagine that if a myriad should receive either of these bap- 
tisms that they would not receive identically the same baptism ? 
Is it not absurd to suppose that those who should be “ baptized 
in the Holy Ghost” would receive diverse baptisms? And yet 
the Lord Jesus, the Apostles, and Cornelius, received essentially 
diverse baptisms, while all are declared by the theory to be “alike 
‘immersed in the Holy Ghost!” It is not true, therefore, that 
there is any baptism in the Holy Ghost taught in the Scriptures, 
but. a baptism by the Holy Ghost leaving this Divine Agent to 
‘* divide to each severally as he will.” 

BLoomriELp, Acts 10:38, says: *** Anointed,’ by a metaphor 
taken from the mode of inaugurating kings, signifies ¢nvested and 
endued, namely, at his baptism. And in Jedparte ‘Aytw xat ddvaper 
there is a hendiadys. The sense is, With the powerful influence 
of the Holy- Spirit.” 

Rev. Isaac Errerr (Campb.), Christian Standard (Campb. 
Bapt.), Aug. 9, 1873, thus acknowledges a peculiarity in the bap- 
tism of Christ: ‘‘ Now, not to speak of the peculiar design of the 
baptism of Jesus—as peculiar to himself as was all else that made 
up his mediatorial mission—which unfits it to set forth the design 
of baptism to a penitent sinner.”.... 

This baptism is not a dipping, but an abiding ‘without meas- 
ure” of, the Spirit, in order to “fulfil all righteousness.” 
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BAPTISM BY DRINKING FROM A SYMBOL CUP, 


Marx 10: 88, 89. 

Abvaocbe misiv 76 morHpiov 6 éya rivw Kal Td Bartiopa 6 éyd Barrifoua Bar- 
tiobjvat; Oi dé eixov ait, Avvaueba. 6 8 Inoove elev avtoic, TS pév rorhptov 
b éyd rivo, wieobe Kat ro Bartioua b tym Barriouar, BartroOhoeobe. 

“Can ye drink of the cup that I drink of and be baptized with the baptism 
that Iam baptized with? And they say unto him, We can. And Jesus 
said unto them, Ye shall indeed drink of the cup that I drink of; and with 
the baptism that I am baptized withal shall ye be baptized.” 


BAPTISM INTO PENAL DEATH. 


The theory which makes Christian baptism to consist in a dip- 
ping into water, in the name (‘‘ by the authority ”) of the Father, 
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the Son, and the Hely Ghost, appears to regard the use of the 
term baptism to describe the transaction announced in this pas- 
sage as a matter of rhetoric, and applied somewhat irregularly to 
a case standing out of the line of’true baptisms, and with which 
as baptisms they have no concern. By such a view the theory 
shows itself (as under every other crucial test) to be a pure error 
from centre to circumference. - 

This baptism, so far from being out of the line of Bible bap- 
tisms and bearing a common title with them e gratia only, is the 
very centre of all Bible baptisms, and reflects upon them its own 
great claim to be the “‘ one baptism” of the Scriptures, in which 
-all other baptisms are grounded and from which they derive their 
character and worth. 

This baptism was singularly Divine. The Subject of the bap- 
tism was God the Son, manifest in the flesh to this very end; the 
Upholder of the Divine-human Subject of this unutterable baptism 
was God the Holy Ghost, Sympathizer and Comforter, descend- 
ing and abiding upon him; and the Executor of this baptism is 
God the Father, who holds the cup full of penal woe to the lips 
of his ‘“‘ forsaken” (Matt. 27:46) but ‘‘ beloved Son.” As that 
cup is drunk ‘‘the just dies for the unjust ””—baptized into penal 
and thus made atoning death. 

In this baptism are grounded all the typical baptisms of Judaism 
with their power for ceremonial purification; the baptism of John 
with its spiritual but imperfectly unfolded baptism “into repent- 
ance ’—‘“‘into the remission of sins;” the fully developed bap- 
tism of Christianity ‘into Christ ”"—‘ into his death ;” and the 
remoter, yet from the beginning purposed, baptism of all the 
redeemed ‘into the name of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost.” 
But among all these baptisms we look in vain, in the Bible or out 
of the Bible, for that baptism bearing the self-contradicting title— 
“dipping into water ;” this can be found only in the theory. Its 
ambiguous life can find nurture in no other atmosphere. 

Although this baptism is stated absolutely, without any defining 
adjuncts, still there has been a universal agreement in referring 
it to the atoning death and fulfilment of all righteousness, by the 
Lord Jesus. 

The evidence in support of this conclusion is. abundant: 
1. There is a suggestion of difficulty and suffering. This is 
plainly involved in the questions, “ Can ye drink?” ‘* Can ye be 
baptized?” A Cup may be used to express what is productive 
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of gladness and life, but here evidently it points to sorrow, if not 
to death. What gives character to the contents of the cup, must 
give character to the baptism also. 2. Allusion to this same 
baptism, on another occasion, confirms this view; Luke 12:50, 
“JT have a baptism to be baptized with, and how am I straitened 
until it be accomplished.” This language is indicative of distress 
and oppression. It shows, also, that the baptism was exclusive 
in its character, bearing only on the Saviour himself. And we 
are farther led to the conviction that this baptism was familiar to 
his mind, and that he was now passing through it while on his 
way to Calvary, where it was to be “finished.” 3. The context 
develops suffering and death distinctly; Mark 10: 33, 34, “The 
Son of man shall be delivered unto the chief priests and unto 
the scribes; and they shall condemn him to death, and shall 
deliver him to the Gentiles: And they shall mock him, and 
scourge him, and shall spit upon him, and shall kill him.” Matt. 
20:28, “The Son of man came to give his life a ransom for 
many.” 4. Parallel passages abound in which this baptism, in 
its elements of suffering and death, is brought to view; Matt. 
16:21, “Jesus began to show to his disciples, that he must Foxe) 
unto Jerusalem and suffer many things of the elders, and chief 
priests, and scribes, and be killed ;” Matt. 17:22, “Jesus said 
unto them, The Son of man shall be betrayed into the hands of 
men ; and they shall kill him;” Luke 9: 22, “Jesus said, The Son 
of man must suffer many things, and be rejected by the elders, 
and chief priests, and scribes, and be slain ;” Luke 0: 30, ‘‘ Moses 
and Hlias talked with Jesus amid the glory of the Transfiguration 
of his decease which he should accomplish at Jerusalem.” These 
and like passages show unmistakably the nature of this cup and 
its baptism. 5. The repeated use of the same figure as the bap- 
tism draws nigh its accomplishment, removes all doubt; Matt. 
26:39, ““O my Father, if it be possible let this cup pass from 
me;” v. 42, “OQ my Father, if this cup may not pass from me 
except I drink it, thy will be done;” Luke 22: 44, *“* And being 
in an agony he prayed more earnestly ; and his sweat was as it 
were great drops of blood falling down to the ground.” Ata 
later hour of the same night he says: “The cup which i 
Farner hath given me shall I not drink it?” John 18:11. That 
cup was at his lips, upturned by hig Father’s hand, the last drop 
.of penal woe passing from its brim when in untold woe he cried, 
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“Eur! Eri! LAMA SABACHTHANI?” and gave up the ghost, bap- 
tized into death! 

This baptism of course does not suit the theory. What true 
baptism ever did? The Cup (that only source of his baptismal — 
sorrows recognized by our Lord) must be got rid of. It is too 
small for the theory. More, shall I say, more penal woe than the 
Father could put into that Cup for the baptism into death of his 
beloved Son must be secured? no, not more penal woe, but more 
Water. So Dr. Carson says: ‘ This figure represents the suffer- 
ings of Christ as an immersion in water’’(!). It is in vain to 
quote the poetry of David in vindication of a “dipping.” What 
‘is there of a “dipping” in Ps. 42: I—“ Deep calleth unto deep at 
the noise of thy water-spouts; all thy waves and thy billows are 
gone over me;” or Ps. 69:1, 2—‘*Save me, O God; for the 
waters are come in unto my soul. I sink in deep mire, where 
there is no standing; I am come into deep waters, where the 
floods overflow me;” or Ps. 88:6, 7—‘ Thou bast laid me in the 
lowest pit, in darkness, in the deeps. Thy wrath lieth hard upon 
me, and thou hast afflicted me with all thy waves.” To make a 
‘‘ dipping” the measure of these poetical outbursts is only to give 
another illustration of the truth that the sublime and the ridic- 
ulous are separated but by a single step. A dipping with its 
essential triviality constitutes the baptism of the theory. Neither 
dipping nor triviality ever made up any true baptism. Sprink- 
lings and pourings have, as baptisms, been abundantly ridiculed. 
Whenever we say, that the conception in a baptism is measured 
in its height and depth and breadth by a sprinkling or a pouring, 
we will not object to any who will, saying ne teneatis risum; but 
when we say that a certain class of baptisms (Jewish) may be 
effected by a sprinkling or a pouring, or when we say that another 
class of baptisms (Christian) may be symbolized as to their spirit- 
ually purifying character, by a sprinkling or a pouring, and are 
so ordained of God to be ritually celebrated, then we give kindly 
notice to all indulgers in merriment, that ‘As the crackling of 
thorns under a pot, so is the laughter of the man who is not a 
son of Solomon.” 

It is not a mark of interpretative wisdom to take the glowing 
poetical forms of the Psalms and incorporate them in the calmer 
prosaic statements of the Gospels. Nothing could more justly 
and more vividly delineate persistent and oppressive sorrows than 
the language of David; but there is no approach to any such 
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picturing by Matthew, Mark, Luke, or John, when they speak of 
the sufferings of their Lord. David might fitly so write as a poet. 
The writers of ihe gospels were not poets; they were historians. 
There is neither statement nor implication in any languaye used 
by them of “ waves,” “ billows,” “ water-spouts,” or ‘* waters.” 
The unutterable woes of the Redeemer of a lost world are ex- 
pressed under the simplest and quietest of figures, the drinking 
from a cup, while the result of that drinking penetrating and 
pervading his whole being “even unto death,” is expressed as a 
baptisma; a term never employed either in profane or sacred 
writings to express a covering in water. It would be a “blunder” 
perhaps “worse than a crime” to displace the sublimely simple 
language of the Gospels in order to make room for the “* waves,” 
and * billows,” and ‘“* water-spouts” of the Psalms, so illy accord- 
ant with the narrative of Gethsemane and the calmly self-con- 
tained spirit of the Lamb of God in his death hour. But if such 
things should be introduced, they will only serve to make (under 
the shadow of this cross baptism) more boldly erroneous the 
notion, that a dipping can be a baptism. 


PATRISTIC BLOOD BAPTISM. 


Patristic writers speak of baptisms by blood and by water, 
equally, as baptisms. The differences as to the quantity, or as to 
the manner of using the blood or the water, are never considered as 
having anything to do with the matter. A true baptism because 
of a dipping; a false baptism because of no dipping; are things 
unheard of. The origin and coequal value of these baptisms is 
thus declared by a writer in Tertull. IIT, 1198: ***E have another 
baptism to be baptized with’ (Luke 12:50); ‘Can ye drink the 
cup which I drink; or be baptized with the baptism that I am 
baptized with’ (Mark 10:38)? quod sviret homines non solum 
aqua, verum, etiam sanguine suo proprio habere baptizari: ita ut 
et solo hoc Baptismate baptizati fidem integram et dignationem 
sinceram lavacri possint adipisci et utroque modo baptizari, zeque 
tamen unum, baptisma solutis et honoris pariter et eequaliter 
consequi. Quod enim dictum est a Domino, ‘I have another bap- 
tism to be baptized with ;’ hoc in loco non ut secundum Baptisma, 
ac si sint duo Baptismata, significat, sed alterius quoque specici 
Baptisma ad eamdem salutem concurrens donatum nobis esse 
demonstrat. Because he would teach men to be baptized not only 


PATRISTIC BLOOD BAPTISM. 39 


by water, but, also, by their own blood: so that baptized by this 
baptism only they may secure a true faith and pure cleansing, 
and baptized in the one way or in the other equally to secure one 
baptism of salvation and honor. Because the Lord says, ‘I have 
another baptism to be baptized with,’ he does not mean a second 
baptism, as though there may be two baptisms, but he shows that 
Baptism has been conferred upon us issuing, under the one 
species or the other, in the same salvation.” This passage (as 
well as other writings in these days) shows, that a dipping bap- 
tism was an unknown baptism, and blood baptism and water 
baptism are declared to be ‘one baptism” and not two baptisms. 
But this latter statement is an absolute falsehood stated in the 
most naked terms, if baptism is a dipping. 

Cyril of Jerusalem, 440: ‘If any one should not receive bap- 
tism, he has not salvation, except martyrs only, who may receive 
the kingdom even without the water. For the Saviour who re- 
deemed the world by the cross, being wounded in the side, poured 
out blood and water; that some in times of peace (¢& Udate fantic- 
Owow, of 0& év xatputg Otwwypdy ey étxetotg dtpaot BanxticOwo) might be 
baptized with water, but others in times of persecution, might be 
baptized with their own blood. For the Saviour called martyr- 
dom baptism, saying, ‘Can ye drink the cup that I drink?’” In 
this baptism, as in the preceding, whatever diversity there may 
be in ‘‘ water” and “blood” as ‘‘species,” and whatever diversity 
there may be in quantity of the one or the other, and whatever 
diversity there may be in the application of either to the body, 
their applicability as agencies in baptism is of Divine authority ; 
each equally effects a baptism, and each effects ¢dentically the 
same baptism. It is a matter of indifference whether it be & ddace 
or & date; in either case the issue is ef dgeow dyaptroy as the 
‘6 ONE BAPTISM.” 

Cyprian, 1123, 4: ‘ But if (Baptisma public confessionis et 
sanguinis) the Baptism of public confession and of blood cannot 
profit a heretic to salvation, because salvation is not out of the 
Church, by how much more will it not profit him, if in the dens 
and caves of robbers (adulterze aquee contagione tinctus) he be 
contaminated with the pollution of impure water. . . . They, cate- 
chumens (baptizentur gloriosissimo et maximo sanguinis bap- 
tismo), may be baptized by that most illustrious and greatest 
baptism of blood concerning which the Lord said, that he had 
another baptism to be baptized with.” 
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Augustine, IX, 276: Petilianus rebuts the charge of baptizing 
twice, by saying, that those who put them to death as heretics 
baptize twice also, because they in slaying them baptize them by 
their blood, and adds, ‘* But so the Saviour himself, also, having 
been first baptized by John, declared that he must be baptized a 
second time (non jam aqua, nec spiritu, sed sanguinis baptismo, 
cruce passionis) not now by water, nor by Spirit, but by the bap- 
tism of blood, by the Cross of his passion; as it is written—‘and 
with the baptism with which I am baptized’—Blush! blush! O 
persecutors, ye make martyrs like unto Christ (quos post aquam 
veri baptismatis sanguis baptista perfundit) whom after the water 
of true baptism, baptizing blood sprinkles.” Augustine replies: 
“Tf all who are slain are baptized by their blood, all robbers, un- 
just, accursed, and impious persons who are put to death, must 
be reckoned martyrs, because they are baptized by their own 
blood. But if none are baptized by their own blood, but those 
who are slain for righteousness, ‘ for of such is the kingdom of 
heaven’ (Matt. 5:10)... . If you make schism you are impious; 
if you are impious you will die as a sacrilegious person punished 
for impiety; if you die as a sacrilegious person how are you bap- 
tized with your blood?” 

It will be observed, that it never enters into the mind, much 
less into the discussion between Petilianus and Augustine, to in- 
quire into the quantity of blood in a man’s veins to determine 
whether a robber or a martyr could be dipped into it. These 
men did not deal in nor conceive of the rhetorical elegance by 
which a lake was to be put into the blood of a frog, or a dying 
man to be dipped into his own blood. It is not only rhetorical 
nonsense to talk of a figurative dipping of a man into his own 
blood, but it is a logical impertinence to raise such a question in 
these blood baptisms. The blood is not the receptive element, 
but the agency. And the same is true of the water used in bap- 
tism by water; no matter what may be the quantity of the water 
or what may be the manner of the use, the water is used as an 
AGENCY. If the water be used by sprinkling, or pouring, or cover- 
ing the whole body, the baptism is no more effected by it than in 
the case of a blood baptism when the crimson current flows 
through wounds made in the hands by driven nails, or through 
the broader wound made by the spear cleaving the heart, or from 
spouting arteries when the head is stricken from the body. There 
is no baptism in the direction toward which the face of the theory 
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is “set as a flint.” But one must be had. And so one is made, 
by the most marvellous rhetoric, in the martyr’s blood; and again 
in the water, by a scarcely less remarkable philology. 

These baptisms were to these Greek writers not rhetorical fic- 
tions, but most practical realities, thoroughly changing the con- 
dition of the soul. There is a vis baptismatis in martyr blood, 
with which quantity has nothing to do, which effects the baptism. 
It is the absence of this, and not because of diminished quantity, 
which leaves the impious unbaptized. 

Origen, II, 980: ‘¢ Christ, whom we follow, shed his blood for 
our redemption, that we may depart washed by our own blood 
(Baptisma enim sanguinis solum est quod nos puriores reddat, 
quam aque baptismus redidit). For it is the Baptism of blood 
only which can make us more pure than the baptism of water has 
made us. And this I do not assume, but the Scripture declares, 
the Lord saying to his disciples, ‘1 have a baptism to be baptized 
with that ye know not of. And how am I straitened until it be 
accomplished.’ You see, therefore (quia profusionem sanguinis 
sui baptisma nominavit), that he called the shedding of his blood 
baptism. If God should grant to me that I might be washed by 
my own blood so that I might receive a second baptism, dying 
for Christ, I would leave this world satisfied.” 

Origen longed for a blood baptism as more perfect than a water 
baptism. Covering, then, did not enter into his idea of a bap- 
tism; for in the water baptism of his day there was a covering, 
while in blood baptism there was none; and yet the latter was a 
more perfect baptism than the former. Again, the profusio san- 
guinis by our crucified Lord, Origen declares te be the baptisma 
he was to endure. Then it was not an ‘‘immersion in water” as 
some would have us believe. This most learned Greek also be- 
lieved that the death baptism of our most blessed Lord was ‘the 
perfect Baptism ”—rt0 teAScov Bdxteopa— perfect,” not by some 
marvellous introduction of water, but—do.a tov puotnprov rd00g—as 
effected “through his mysterious passion.” Yes; it was the 
mystery of his passion which perfected the baptism. It was ‘the 
mystery of the passion” which filled that Cup which the Father 
gave him. And floating all through the mystery of that passion 
was death—and in that death, the death of DEATH! — 

Origen, I, 600: ‘* Let us remember our transgressions; and 
that remission of sins cannot be received without baptism; and 
that it is not possible according to gospel laws to be baptized 


- 


42 CHRISTIC BAPTISM. 


again by water and pore into the remission of sins (a50¢ Barti- 
cacbat Sdare vat Ibvebpate etc dgeow dpaptnpdtwy), and that the bap- 
tism of martyrdom is given to us; for so it is called as is evident— 
‘Can ye drink the cup which I dint? ?’? or ‘Be baptized with the 
baptism that I am baptized with?’ Elsewhere it is also said, 
‘I have a baptism to be baptized with.’ ” 

In this passage we have the agencies ‘ Water and Spirit ” (#daze 
xai Ivebpate) stated most clearly by the instrumental Dative, and 
the ideal element (els dgeoty dpaptwwy) no less clearly stated. There 
is no room left for doubt either as to the nature of the baptism, 
or as to the relation of the elements to each other. This baptism 
(8date xad IIvebpate els ageow dpaptnydtwy) cannot be repeated, but 
another baptism (fdzrespa td tod paptyptiov) which is (dtpate ets 
dgeow dépaptypdtwy) “the baptism of martyrdom,” which is ‘ by 
blood into the remission of sins.” These agencies differ; in the 
one case we have &darte zat Ivebuate ; in the other we have aepyatc; 
but the baptisin effected in the one case or the other, is identically 
the same—eis dgeow dpaptnydtwr. It is essential to understand 
the great diversity, both in nature and form, of the agencies recog- 
nized by these writers, as well as the perfect unity of the baptism 
effected by them. 

Gregory Nazianzen, Orat. xxxix: “I know a fourth baptism 
(Baxtiopa 76 Ota paptuptov xai datos, 6 xat abtog Xptatdg eBantéZero) 
that through martyrdom and blood, with which Christ himself 
was baptized, and much more sacred than the others, because it 
is not defiled by any subsequent pollution.” Attention is again 
called to what js so vital in the interpretation of these baptisms, 
to the agency as expressed in the most unequivocal manner by 
the Genitive dca. 

Athanasius, Quest. ad Antioch. lxxii: “God hath granted to. 
the nature of man three baptisms purifying from all manner of 
sin; I refer to that (co 8daro¢, zat mddw 1d Std papropias Tod iMeov 
Gtpatos, xa tTptrov td Od daxpbwy) which is through water, and again 
that which is through our own martyr blood, and third, that which 
is through tears.” Another agency (‘ tears”) is here added to 
“martyr blood” as divinely appointed and made divinely compe- 
tent, equally with “‘ water,” to baptize “into the remission of 
sins.” Some, misunderstanding the relation of “tears” to the 
baptism, would subject them to hyperbolic inflation until a pool 
deep enough to receive the penitent should be constructed. This 
task is as gratuitous as it is extravagant. The “tears” are the 
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agency, not the receiving element, in this baptism. The ** water” 
used in the ordinary ecclesiastical baptism occupies precisely the 
same relation to baptism. It is no more the receiving element 
than is martyr blood and penitential tears; but like them is an 
agency possessed of the vis baptismatis which baptizes (és dgeow 
dpaptiwy) into THE REMISSION OF SINS. It is true, that ‘ water” 
being more abundant than ‘ blood,” or “tears,” there was no 
need of hyperbole to find enough of it to cover the whole body ; 
and the body was covered. But this covering of the body was 
not the end sought; but only a means to that end. And in order 
that the means might have fuller development of its power all 
clothing was taken from the body. The idea that these men who 
baptized men and women naked believed that baptism was ‘a 
dipping into water ” is on its face absurd, as well as in absolute 
contradiction to their statement, that baptism is 0? ddatos—Ol dema- 
tos—dora dazpdbwv The water was believed by them to be an agency ; 
and that agency was believed to operate more properly and more 
effectively on the naked body; and hence the violence to natural 
modesty and Christian decency in order to secure an assured 
baptism (els ago duapt:wy) into the remission of sins. 


CALVARY BAPTISM AND MARTYR BAPTISM. 


While the baptism by martyr blood is grounded in the blood 
shed by Christ on the Cross, we are not to suppose that these 
baptisms were believed to be of the same precise nature. The 
likeness is exhausted in a common purifying character. Martyr 
baptism was to purify the martyr. The baptism of Christ was the 
sacrificial death of “the Lamb of God that taketh away the sins 
of the world.” So, John of Damascus speaks of (70 Bdxtiopa oe 
dipatos xo paptupww 6 xat 6 Xpratdg Orep jyov éBanticato)  * The 
baptism through blood and martyrdom with which Christ was bap- 
tized for us.” Here is declared the vicarious character of the 
Saviour’s baptism “‘ by the Cross of his passion.” And it was by 
virtue of the atoning blood shed in that passion, constituting a 
baptism into penal death under the demand of broken Law, which 
constituted martyr blood a baptism into the remission of sins. 
Thus the words of the loving Redeemer were verified, and the 
disciples became partakers of the baptism of their Lord—‘ bap- 
tized with the baptism with which he was baptized.” “ Without 
the shedding of blood” (not of any blood, not of martyr blood, 
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but of atoning blood) ‘there is no remission of sins.” ‘‘ He who 
knew no sin was made sin for us, that we might be made the 
righteousness of God in him.” ‘ Behold the Lamb of God that 
taketh away the sins of the world.” ‘ This cup is the New Testa- 
ment in my blood which is shed for many for the remission of sins.” 
These passages and a thousand others are steeped in this blood 
baptism of the Lamb. No wonder that he should exclaim as he 
presses on toward this baptism and through this baptism—{‘ How 
am I straitened until it be finished.” 

Origen, LV, 1384, in commenting on Mark 10: 38, speaks in- 
structively on martyr baptism. He says: ‘‘ Martyrdom has a 
twofold significance, of which the one is called (xortyprov owtyptov) 
the cup of salvation, the other baptism (fdztova); so far as one 
bears sufferings, a cup 7s drunk by him who bears whatever ts 
brought upon him, enduring and as it were drinking sorrows, 
neither repelling nor rejecting and vomiting them out; but as 
he who bears these things obtains the remission of sins, it is a 
baptism.” In this indication of the application of the terms 
“Cup” and “Baptism” to martyrdom, Origen speaks in entire 
harmony with classic writers with whom baptism by drinking from 
a cup was one of the most common forms of baptism. 


CUP BAPTISM. 


Matr. 20: 22. 
Abvacbe misiv 16 rorhptov 6 éyo pédrw rive; 


‘t Are ye able to drink the cup that I shall drink of ?”” 


Luke 12:50. 


Barriopa 08 Exo BarrtiobAvat, Kal rd cvvé Komat Ewe brov tere. 
“‘T have a baptism to be baptized with; and how am I straitened until it be 
finished.”’ 


Matthew, according to the Codex Sinaiticus, speaks only of 
the Cup to be drunk; while Luke (in another connection how- 
ever) speaks only of the baptism to be received. Mark, as we 
have seen, conjoins the Cup and the Baptism. In other words, 
Matthew includes in the Cup the unstated effect of drinking that 
Cup, and Luke, reversely, by stating the Baptism would indicate 
the Cup causative of that Baptism. Mark makes express state- 
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ment both of the Cup and of the Baptism, of the cause and of 
the effect. " 

Dr. Carson objects to a remark of Mr. Ewing of Glasgow— 
‘“‘There is perhaps a more intimate connection between a ‘cup’ 
and a ‘baptism’ as belonging to one allusion, than some readers 
of Scripture have as yet remarked, as shown by Matt. 20: 22, 
&c.” Dr. Carson (p. 117) says: * These figures both respect one 
object, but they have not, as Mr. Ewing asserts, one allusion. 
They are figures as independent and distinct, as if one of them 
was found in Genesis, and the other in Revelation. One of them 
represents the sufferings of Christ as a cup of bitterness or 
poison, which he must drink; the other represents the same suf- 
ferings as an immersion in water.’ Here arises the question, 
What is meant by “an immersion in water”? The error of the 
theory is shown most clearly by the loose and inconsistent use 
which it makes of its own select terms. Does “an immersion in 
water” mean a dipping in water? Then the phrase is as incom- 
petent to express intense suffering, much less atoning suffering, 
as any that could well be invented. Does it mean “an immer- 
sion in water” up to the chin? How does that express suffer- 
ing? Does it mean an entire covering in water? Then we have 
an expression not of suffering but of death; and how does that 
accord with a “dipping”? The whole subject of baptisms is, in 
every aspect, unmanageable by the theory. Dr. Carson adds: 
‘¢ When the Psalmist says, ‘The Lord God is a sun and shield,’ 
both the figures represent the same object, but they have a sep- 
arate and altogether different allusion. The sun is one emblem, a 
shield is another.” This is very true; and because it is true proves 
Dr. Carson to be in error. The sun and the shield are diverse in 
nature, and must in figure represent diverse things. They do 
so here; they represent essentially diverse relations in which the 
Lord God stands toward his people. According to Dr. Carson 
these diverse things should be taken to express precisely the 
same thing. For he declares that while a Cup and a baptism are 
as distinct from each other as is Genesis from Revelation, yet 
they represent precisely the same thing, namely, ‘‘ the same suf: 
ferings.” It is irrational to suppose that a drinking and a dipping 
would be used in the same sentence to express precisely the same 
thing. Besides, this interpretation fails to meet. the breadth of 
the unfigured and expository language of our Lord. In the con- 
text immediately preceding the cup and the baptism of Mark we 
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are told: ‘And he took again the twelve, and began to tell them 
what things should happen unto him, saying, Behold, we go up 
to Jerusalem; and the Son of man shall be delivered unto the 
chief priests, and unto the scribes; and they shall condemn him 
to death, and shall deliver him to the Gentiles: and they shall 
mock him, and shall scourge him, and shall spi upon him, and 
shall kill him.” And again (Matt. 16:21), ‘‘ Jesus began to show 
unto his disciples, that he must go unto Jerusalem and suffer 
many things of the elders, and chief priests, and scribes, and be 
killed ;” (Luke 9: 22), ** The Son of man must suffer many things, 
and be rejected by the elders, and chief priests, and scribes, and 
be slain.” And in the context (v. 28) immediately following the 
announcement by Matthew of the cup to be drunk, our Lord says, 
‘“‘The Son of man came fo give his life a ransom for many.” 
Thus in all these prophetic teachings death stands out in the 
boldest relief as the great fact, the one momentous and essential 
result in which all antecedent sufferings issue. But *‘ death” is 
neither in the cup nor in the baptism of Dr. Carson—“ the cup 
represents the sufferings of Christ,” baptism ‘represents the 
same sufferings.” That is to say, the very essence of this pro- 
phetic announcement—an ATONING DEATH, the theory is unable to 
grasp. To admit that baptism has within itself the power of 
death, would be to give over to death a dipping baptism. The 
death of Christ must be interpreted out of his atoning baptism 
in order that the theory may live. We adoringly accept the inter- 
pretation by our Lord of his own words as given again and again, 
and recognize the cup filled with penal woe such as was never 
held to the lips of any other, and the baptism into death conse- 
quent upon the drinking of that cup, as meeting the demands of 
a broken law—“ the end of the law for righteousness to every one 
that believeth.” 

In vindication of this understanding it may be observed: 1. It 
is in the most absolute harmony with the representation of Scrip- 
ture—suffering and death, suffering causative of death. This is 
evident from the quotations already given as well as the whole 
tenorof Scripture. 2. It is in no less harmony with the force and 
usage of Barcitw and Bdrtiopa, as used in the Classics and in the 
Scriptures. The Greek verb is frequently used in Classic writ- 
ings where it is causative of death—‘ The dolphin baptizing 
killed him” (Aisop); “TI baptizing you by sea waves, will destroy 
you” (Alcibiades); “ Baptizing others into the lake,” drowned 


CUP BAPTISM. 47 


them (Heliodorus); ‘‘ Whom it were better to baptize,” to drown 
(Themistius). We do not find Bdaztopa in Classic writings. Its 
form is expressive of the action of the verb as a result. What- 
ever power there may be in the vérb to effect death, the same .- 
power is in the substantive to express death. Whatever may be 
the competency of Bdzriopa to express the condition of an object 
physically baptized, yet as a matter of fact it is never so used in 
the Scriptures. Its usage there is limited to express baptisms 
which are verbal or purely ideal in character. It is once used 
with the verbal form expressed (Rom. 6:4) dé rod Baxttopatos 
el¢ tov Odvatov, which is implied in the passage under consider- 
ation—*‘ Can ye be baptized with the baptism (into death) with 
which I am baptized.” 3. But the question arises: Although the 
Scriptures conjoin “suffering and death,” and although baptize 
* and baptism be competent to express death, yet is it allowable to 
speak of a baptism—a baptism into death, as effected by drinking 
from acup? In answer to this question it may be replied, that 
there is no one class of baptisms which is more frequently spoken 
of by Greek writers than just such baptisms—baptisms by drink- 
ing. It is not true that every kind of baptism can be effected by 
drinking ; nor is it true that baptisms which can be effected by 
drinking, can be effected by drinking any kind of liquid. 
Baptisms by drinking are various in character, yet all marked 
by a thorough change of condition pervaded and controlled by the 
CHARACTERISTIC Of the baptizing liquid. No liquid which cannot 
thoroughly change the condition of the drinker and subject him 
to its characteristic quality, is capable of baptizing. The foliow- 
- ing are examples of baptism by drinking: 1. ‘“ Whom, by the 
same drug (zatafanticas), having baptized,” by drinking from a 
cup (Achilles Tatius); 2. “ Baptized (fefaxricba) by unmixed 
wine,” by drinking from a cup (Athenxus); 3. ‘ Baptizing (az- 
ticac) powerfully,” by drinking from a cup (Athenzus); 4. “ Bap- 
tized (fanticaz) Alexander,” by drinking from a cup (Conon); 5. 
* Baptizes (fanriZer) with sleep, neighbor to death,” by drinking 
from a cup (Hvenus); 6. ‘“ He resembles one baptized (/3efaxtto- 
pévw),” by drinking from a cup (Lucian); 7. ‘I am one of those 
yesterday baptized (feBanteopévwy),” by drinking from a cup 
(Plato); 8. * Baptizing (@axrovzes) out of large wine jars, they 
drank to one another” out of cups; 9. ‘‘ Baptized (fefarteapévorc) 
by yesterday’s debauch,” by drinking from a cup (Plutarch) ; 
10. *“* The body not yet baptized (feBaztiapévov),” by drinking from 
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a cup (Plutarch). These cases from classic Greek writings show 
not only that a baptism may be effected by drinking from a cup, 
but that this was one of the most familiar methods of effecting a 
baptism with which they were acquainted. These baptisms were 
not specifically of the same character. Some were baptisms of 
drunkenness, in which there was a thorough change of condition 
in the baptized by the pervading and controlling influence of the 
intoxicating quality characterizing the liquid drunk. Some were 
baptisms of opiate stupor, because the characteristic of the liquid 
drunk was soporific in its nature, and consequently, so thoroughly 
changed the condition of the baptized as to bring them under the 
controlling influence of that characteristic. It is an error of the 
most primary character to call in question a baptism because it is 
effected by drinking from a cup. It is a matter of infinite indif- 
ference what is the nature or form of an act, or what is the char- 
acter or mode of applying any influence; ifthe result is a thorough 
change of condition by envelopment without limitation of time, or 
without envelopment by a penetrating and controlling influence, 
a baptism is effected. 4. As the way is clear for a baptism by 
drinking, so the case itself demands such interpretation. To 
make two figures each limited to suffering is beyond justification. 
Any exposition which does not include death is equally without 
justification. The drinking of a cup is not an end, but a means 
to anend. What that end is must be determined by the contents 
of the cup. This cup is full of suffering, of penal suffering, de- 
manding and only to be satisfied by death. The drinking of this 
cup, then, has as its issue not suffering but death. The import 
of a baptism is the opposite of a drinking. It is not a means, but 
an end. It is a result reached through some antecedent action. 
The natural relation, therefore, of a drinking and of a baptism is 
that of cause and effect. Such is the representation here— Can 
ye drink of the cup of penal woe of which I drink, and thereby 
be baptized with the baptism into an atoning death with which I 
am baptized?” All this was in the mind of the Redeemer, and 
constituted the ground of impossibility which was involved in the 
inquiry; but it was not in the minds of the disciples, and hence 
their mistaken reply, which their Lord does not attempt to correct 
but accepts, in so far as it was susceptible of a true interpreta- 
tion, namely, their full participation in the benefits of his baptism. 
5. The usage of Scripture in parallel cases vindicates this inter- 
pretation: ‘For thus saith the Lord God of Israel unto me: 
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Take the wine cup of this fury at my hand, and cause all the 
nations, to whom I send thee, to drink it. And they shall drink, 
and be moved, and be mad, because of the sword that I will send 
among them. Thus saith the Lord of hosts, the God of Israel: 
Drink ye, and be drunken, and spew, and fall, and rise no more, 
because of the sword that I will send among you. And the slain 
of the Lord shall be at that day from one end of the earth even 
unto the other end of the earth.” (Jerem. 25: 15-38.) ‘‘ Thus 
saith the Lord God: Thou shalt drink of thy.sister’s cup deep 
and large; thou shalt be laughed to scorn and had in derision; 
it containeth much. Thou shalt be filled with drunkenness and 
sorrow, with the cup of astonishment and desolation, with the cup 
of thy sister Samaria. For thus saith the Lord God: I will bring 
up a company upon them, and will give them to be removed and 
spoiled. And the company shall stone them with stones, and 
dispatch them with their swords; and they shall slay their sons 
and their daughters, and burn up their houses with fire.” (Hzek. 
23: 32-47.) These passages are sufficient to show that in the 
Scriptures the drinking from a cup is a means to an end, and that 
in these cases that end was death. They drank, and were bap- 
tized into death. 6. This figure of a cup is preserved until its 
resultant baptism is finished: ‘‘O my Father, if it be possible, let 
this Cup pass from me;” *O my Father, if thts Cup may not pass 
from me except I drink it, thy will be done.” (Matt. 26:39, 42.) 
‘Father, if thou be willing, remove Turis Cup from me; never- 
theless, not my will but thine be done.” (Luke 22:42.) ‘ Abba, 
Father, all things are possible unto thee; take away this Cup from 
me: nevertheless, not what I will, but what thou wilt.” (Mark 
14:36). “The Cup which my Father hath given me shall I not 
drink it?” (John 18:11.) In these allusions to “the Cup,” there 
is no omission of the baptism. The baptismisinthe Cup. That 
Cup was upturned, and the last drop of penal woe passed those 
pale lips as they opened to cry ‘Eli, Eli, lama sabachthani?” 
and with it ‘he gave up the ghost,” and the baptism into death— 
that death which a broken law demanded, that death which only 
“the just for the unjust” could die, that death which made the 
dying One “the Lamb of God which taketh away the sins of the 
world,” and ‘the Lord our Righteousness,” that death which was 
the death of Death, was “finished.” Finally, this baptism of our 
Lord is the only.baptism of the New Testament which is repre- 
sented as effected by drinking from a cup. There is no other 
4 
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baptism which could fitly be so represented. This baptism standa 
all alone. It was no ordinary death baptism, it was no martyr 
death baptista, it was an atoning death baptism. The ordinary 
baptisms, agencies, and symbols, are out of place. What so fit, 
so tenderly beautiful, as a Cup held to his lips by his Father’s 
hand?. In that Cup, melted down by the mighty menstruum of 
the Law, are the Incarnation, the manger, the temptations of the 
Wilderness, the contradiction of sinners, the scoff, the derision, 
the blaspheming, the buffeting, the thorn, the nail, the spear, the 
forsaking by his Father! and He drank it all, and was baptized 
into death, ‘that whosoever believeth on him might not perish 
but have everlasting life.” The believer in Christ drinks of the 
cup of which he drank, but not until it is emptied by his Lord 
of its penal woe, and is made unto him a “cup of salvation ;” he 
is “baptized with the baptism with which he is baptized,” but not 

until its death issue is exhausted, and life springs up in its stead. 
‘The sinner who comes to Christ, penitent and believing, is bap- 
tized into Christ, ‘who is made sin for us that we might be made 
the righteousness of God in him.” This baptism of soul purifica- 
tion could not be represented by the drinking from a cup; this 
might represent the gift of life, but not the remission of sin; there- 
fore Christian baptism, the purification of the soul by the blood 
of Christ, through the Holy Ghost, is fitly symbolized by pure 
water, not drunk, but applied to the body. 


THREEFOLD CHARACTER OF THE BAPTISM RECEIVED BY OHRIST. 


The personal baptism of Christ is presented by Scripture in a 
threefold form: 1. As a covenant baptism engaging to the fulfil- 
ment of all righteousness; received from his Forerunner on his 
public assumption of that work which he came into the world to 
do. 2. Asa baptism by the Holy Ghost, the third Person of the 
Godhead, descending upon him and abiding with him in loving 
sympathy with the covenant baptism, and purposed co-operation 
by measureless influence, in order to its perfect accomplishment. 
In this baptism (é Ivedpate “Ayew) (he was never taken out of tt) 
the Saviour ever lived; under its power he ever spake and wrought 
his miracles of power; and finally, ‘through the eternal Spirit 
offering himself without spot to God,” he did on Calvary redeem 
the covenant made on Jordan, “ fulfilling all righteousness,” and 
by his blood shed purging the conscience from dead works to serve 
the living God. (Heb. 9:14.) 3. As a baptism into penal and 


CHARACTER OF THE BAPTISM RECEIVED BY CHRIST. 51 


atoning death. By this baptism, endured as ‘‘a ransom for many,” 
the Lord Jesus Christ becomes “the Lamb of God that taketh 
away the sin of the world.” He is possessed of this power in the 
most absolute degree. The characteristic quality of any liquid 
substance is developed by and communicated in the fullest meas- 
ure to an object baptized into it. Any suitable object (fruit) bap- 
tized (not dipped) into vinegar, becomes pervaded with its acid 
quality and is thoroughly changed as to its condition, is converted 
into a pickle. If the liquid be melted sugar, the saccharine quality 
pervades the fruit; it is thoroughly changed as to its condition, 
and becomes a preserve. If the fluid be alcoholic in character, 
the fruit is pervaded by this alcoholic characteristic, becomes 
assimilated to it, and thoroughly changed in condition, as brandied 
fruit. These unquestionable facts furnish the basis for the fol- 
lowing twofold usage: 1. Where a characteristic quality is com- 
municated, in any way, so as to pervade, assimilate, and thor- 
oughly change the condition, to wit, as by drinking an opiate, or 
by the descent, indwelling, and filling of the Holy Ghost, those 
who receive such communication are declared, alike by heathen 
and by inspired writers, to be baptized. 2. Where it is desired 
to express the communication of a characteristic pervading, assim- 
ilating, and thoroughly changing the condition, but where, in the 
nature of the case, there can be no intusposition for this purpose, 
a verbal form (e’s with the impossible receptive element) suggests 
such communication in the clearest and strongest possible man- 
ner, and is employed to express a verbal or ideal baptism. This 
form of phraseology does not appear in the Classics. It originates 
in the Scriptures. It abounds there; sometimes expressing essen- 
tially diverse baptisms, but generally, under diversified phrase- 
ology, conveying the same substantial truth. The design of the 
phraseology appears to be to express the truth taught in the 
strongest, most explicit, and most impressive manner possible. 
Concurrent with this design may have been another, namely, to 
separate in the most marked manner the New Testament baptisms, 
real and ritual, from physical intuspositions, of which the New 
Testament knows absolutely nothing. 

Corotiary. If the characteristic of the Lord Jesus-Christ, as 
‘oye LAMB OF GOD THAT TAKETH AWAY THE SIN OF THE WORLD,” 
be expressed as developed in the fullest, the clearest, and the 
most impressive manner, it will be by phraseology expressive of a 
Baptism INTO CHRIST. 


CHRISTIC BAPTISM: BAPTISM ADMINISTERED BY 
CHRIST. . 


~“~ 
BAPTISM BY THE HOLY GHOST. ? 


Joun 1: 88. 


Oiréc gore 6 Rartilov év Ivebparte ‘Aviv. 


“This is he that baptizeth by the Holy Ghost.” 


This passage might be translated, ‘“ This is Taz BAaptizER who 
is in *—full of, invested with the power of— the Holy Ghost.” — 

The translation— This is he that baptizeth (—immerseth, dip- 
peth?) in the Holy Ghost” (Baptist version), making the Holy 
Ghost the receiving element of the baptized object, is an impos- 
sible translation whether we consider grammatical law, Greek 
(Classic and Hellenistic) usage, or New Testament doctrine. 

The translation— This is the Baptizer who is in the Holy 
Ghost,” is one which is unquestionably possible, quite probable, 
and not without many and strong reasons to vindicate as the true 
translation. The following are some of the reasons which sustain 
it: 1. Itis generally admitted (Stuart, Hodge, Ellicott, Olshausen, 
Winer) that such phraseology may be explained by the supply of 
the participle (4) being, or its equivalent. Winer (p. 389) says: 
“In Rom. 15:16 é Ilvedpate “Aviv is employed designedly, in the 
Holy Spirit (an internal principle). Least of all does & Xpeoro 
ever signify per Christum; but this phrase invariably refers, for 
the most part in an abbreviated way, to the being in Christ, etvae 
év Xptot@. So, likewise, in 1 Cor. 12:3, é zvebmate Beod is to be 
rendered quite literally, speaking in the Spirit of God, the element 
in which the speaker lives. The preposition in é@& évépate tevog sim- 
ply means 7m. And something takes place ‘in @ person’s name,’ 
when it is to be set down to his personal activity, cf. Acts 4:, 
"Ey rota dovdpse % fy row dvdpate éxocpoate todto byets; In what power 
or in what name have ye done this?” Olshausen (Rom. 9:1) 
says: ‘After these words, 2v Apeoré, in Christ, & Ilvebpate ‘Ayia, 
in the Holy Ghost, we ought ratber to understand dy.” Under 
this principle of interpretation the phrase 6 Baxrifwv av Ivebpare 
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‘Aytw represents the condition of 6 Bazt%wy as “in the Holy Ghost.” 
With this should be associated the principle stated by Bishop 
Ellicott, Ephes. 5:18, ¢v Uveiuarz. There would seem to have been 
an intentional inclusiveness in the use of this preposition, as Mat- 
thies suggests: ‘*The Spirit is not the bare instrument by which, 
but that in which and by which the true Christian is fully filled.” 
So in the phrase under consideration, & [vedpate ‘Ayiw does not 
denote merely instrumentality or inness of condition, but has an 
inclusiveness which embraces both ideas ; ¢ faztiZwy is in the Holy 
Ghost, and is thereby invested with power to baptize by the Holy 
Ghost. And according as the one idea or the other may be pre- 
dominant in a particular case of usage, the translation should be 
‘sin the Holy Ghost” or ‘by the Holy Ghost.” 2. This view is 
clearly and strongly sustained by the context. The 6 farrtZwy & 
Ivebpate “Ayiw was to be identified by this evidence, namely, ‘* Upon 
whom thou shalt see the Spirit descending, and remaining on him, 
the same is 6 fantiZwy év Ilvebyarte ‘Aytw.” Now such descent of 
the Holy Ghost is always indicative of spiritual endowment and 
qualification for office or special work. It was so in this case by 
special declaration. He on whom the Holy Ghost descended and 
on whom he remained, ‘ without measure,” was thus qualified for 
his amazing work, and qualified to be 6 Bantifwy & thebpate ‘Ayiw— 
the Baptizer who was himself in the Holy Ghost, and being in the 
Holy Ghost was thereby invested with power to baptize by the Holy 
Ghost. 3. Other passages of Scripture sustain the same view. As 
a consequence of the Holy Ghost descending and remaining on 
him, ‘Jesus was full of the Holy Ghost, and was led in the 
Spirit (& Mvedpare) into the wilderness” (Luke 4:1). This state- 
ment of Luke is not to be confounded with that of Matthew 4: 1, 
‘Then was Jesus led up of the Spirit (520 red Mvedparos) into the 
wilderness.” The statements are different but harmonious. Luke 
states directly the condition, é& Ivedpate, in which Jesus was, and 
thus, indirectly, the influence under which he acted; Matthew 
omits the condition in which Jesus was, and states the Divine 
influence by which he was guided. This distinction is overlooked 
by Middleton, and his suggestion that ¢ is put for 6zd falls under 
the condemnation of Winer (p. 362), pronounced against ‘an 
arbitrary interchange of prepositions (upheld in part by an abuse 
of parallel passages) .... Luke (4: 14) farther says: ** And Jesus 
returned (2 tH duvdyst Tod Ilvebparos) in the power of the Spirit.” 
Thus we have expressly stated the double truth, that Jesus was 
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‘in the Spirit,” and as a consequence, he was invested with “‘ the 
power of the Spirit.” We are farther told (v. 18), that by “the 
Spirit upon him’ he was anointed to preach the gospel and (v. 
32) “his word was with power.” 4. As the preaching of Jesus was 
&y IIvebpatt, so also were his miracles wrought é Mvedpare Bc0d. 
We have in Matt. 12: 24-28 a parallel usage of this preposition— 
6 Odrtoc obx exBddker Ta Oatpovia ef py ey TO BecdZeBod2 : This fellow 
doth not cast out devils, but by Beelzebub.” This might with as 
much propriety be translated, ‘‘ He casts out devils in Beelze- 
bub” (making Beelzebub the recipient of the devils cast out) as 
Abrus bpas Ranttcee ev Ivedpate “Ayiw be translated, ‘‘ He shall bap- 
tize you in the Holy Ghost,” making the Holy Ghost the recipient 
of the baptized. Neither translation can be tolerated. The 
Baptist version expounding the use of &, says: ‘*’£y with dative 
of person denotes the one in whom resides the power or authority, 
by which a thing is done; hence by or through.” But this expla- 
nation is inadequate. It does not cover the case. The connec- 
tion between the Caster out of devils and Beelzebub is not 
accounted for. How does he become possessed of that power 
which is in Beelzebub? This is naturally and clearly expounded 
by placing Odroc and & in their proper relation to each other; 
“this fellow” is then declared to be ‘in Beelzebub,” and thus 
becomes invested with his power. This clearly is the statement 
made, as shown by the words of Jesus (v. 27): “If I (@ feedZe- 
odd) in Beelzebub east out devils;” where the relation of éya and 
éy cannot be mistaken.. This point is farther established by the 
statement of Mark 3:23, ‘Ore BeedZeBodd ever, xat Ste ev tw Gpyorte 
tov Satpovtwy ... Because he hath Beelzebub and because he is in 
the Prince of the devils he casts out the devils.” Here a demon 
- power is expressly declared to be possessed by Jesus, and he is 
declared to be “tin the Prince of demons” whence this demon 
power proceeds. The relation of &, then, is with Odro¢, and “ this 
fellow” is declared to be & feedZeSubA, and thus invested with his 
power. This view is conclusively established by the repudiation 
of this singularly wicked charge and the claim by the Lord Jesus, 
that he was in the Spirit of God—" Ey 33 apa & Ivebuate Ocod. If 
I in (and therefore invested with the power of) the Spirit of God 
cast out devils;” and Luke 11:20, ‘ Ei 6¢ & dazrbdw Gevd. But if 
in (therefore by} the finger of God I east out devils” .... 
Throughout this narrative the preposition & has most evidently 
its instrumental force, grounded in its primary meaning, as bear- 
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ing upon dros. The same is true as to & and its relation with 
6 PaxtiZwy in the passage under consideration. ‘The Baptizer” 
is represented as being in, and hence baptizing by the Holy Ghost. 
5. The prophetic declaration of Johfi, Matt. 3:11, ‘ He shall bap- 
tize you (é Ilvedpate Ayiw) being in (and therefore by) the Holy 
Ghost.” The translation of this passage by the Baptist version 
—“ He shall immerse (dip?) you in the Holy Ghost,” is untenable 
in every point of view: (1.) It cannot be vindicated under the 
theory held as to the meaning of farz%w. (2.) The conjunction of 
fantitw & to express the transition of an object out of one medium 
into another medium cannot be vindicated by any Classic usage. 
(3.) The prophecy put into the mouth of John declaring, that the 
great characteristic of the mission of the Lord Jesus Christ 
should be “to immerse (dip) in the Holy Ghost” is without a 
word of Scripture to support the declaration, and without a fact to 
evidence its fulfilment. We accept therefore the great announce- 
ment of John, that his Lord should be in and baptize by the Holy 
Ghost; a declaration made ages before by the Prophets, pro- 
claimed as a fact by the Evangelists, and exemplified with power 
and great glory in the history of the church. 6. This interpre- 
tation is confirmed by a contrasted parallelism with the personai 
condition and power ascribed by the Scriptures to the Fore- 
runner. In Luke 1:17 it is said: ‘‘ And he shall go before him 
dy mvebpate zat dvvdyet “HAcov) in the spirit and power of Hlias.”’ 
No one, so far as I know, ever questioned, that by this language 
Jobn was foretold as coming in (therefore invested with and 
qualified by) the spirit and power of Elias for the great work 
before him. When now it was foretold by Isaiah, that the anoint- 
ing spirit of the Lord should be upon Jesus; when it was fore- 
told to John that the Holy Ghost should descend and remain 
upon him; when it was foretold by John that he should baptize 
being & Mvebpart ‘Ayiw; when John declares he saw the prophetic 
sign verified with his own eyes, and on that foundation immedi- 
ately declares Jesus as Odtus cote 6 Bantifwy ev Ivebpate Aviv; why 
shall we hesitate to accept this multiplied testimony to the per- 
sonal condition and power of the divine Baptizer, and recognize 
the truth, that because John came ‘ éy zvedpare xat duvdper Hiv,” 
while his Lord came $$ év [vedpare ‘Aytw—év duvdyse xai Ivebpate Oevd ”* 
—therefore the Forerunner was ‘‘ unworthy to bear the shoes” of 
the Coming One? 
The interpretation of this passage will redya us of the rules 
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of Winer (p. 353): The present participle (with the article) is 
often used substantively, and then as a noun, excludes all indica- 
tion of time. In Eph. 4:28 6 zdéxrwy is the stealer; Matt. 27:40 
Sxataliwy the destroyer; Gal. 1:23 6 dudzwy the persecutor; and 
(p. 135) ‘* When an adjanct (consisting of a noun and preposition) 
which in reality forms with the substantive but one leading idea, 
is to be linked to the preceding noun simply by the voice, the. 
grammatical connective of the written language (7. e. the article) 
is wanting, e. g. Col. 1:8, ti budy dydany &y Ivebpate, your love in 
the Spirit. This takes place especially in the oft-recurring apos- 
tolic phrase, & Xpeord, & xwpiy, (ev Ihebpatt), as 1 Thess. 4:16 
of vexpor ev Xptor@ the dead in Christ, with which is contrasted 
(v.17) of Sarre (2 Xptar@) the living in Christ; Eph. 4:1 dgopsos 
éy xve(w the prisoner in the Lord.” On this last passage Hllicott 
quotes Fritz. Rom. 8:1, ¢ Kupiw dy vinctus est he was bound being 
in the Lord. The Lord Jesus Christ—é Bartifwy év Mvevpare “Ari 
—is ‘“‘the Divine baptizer being in the Holy.Ghost.” 

The interpretation which does not recognize Christ as ‘in the 
Holy Ghost,” but represents him as ‘immersing (dipping) in 
holy spirit,” ‘in the essence of holy spirit,” “tin abstract holy 
spirit,” ‘in a ‘holy spirit,” shows how an initial error leads on to 
other and more portentous error. The translators of the Baptist 
Bible have no difficulty in seeing a personal Beelzebub in & ta 
BecktefodA, but they see no personal Holy Ghost in & Ivedpare 
‘Aytw, John 1:38, Matt. 83:11, although indissolubly connected 
with Matt. 3:16, 4:1; Luke 4:1, 14; Matt. 12:28; Acts 1: 2,5; 
Heb. 9:14.... This statement is illustrated by the following 
quotations from the notes on the Baptist version: ‘* Matt. 3:11, 
‘He will immerse you in holy spirit ;’ note, In holy spirit. By this 
is meant that divine influence, so often expressed by the Greek 
words . .. The omission of the article, in this and similar cases, 
will enable the English reader to make the distinction intended 
by the sacred writer.” ‘'* John 1:33, he it is that immerseth in 
the Holy Spirit.’ Mote: I would greatly prefer to render these 
words literally, Holy Spirit, without the article. I do not con- 
sider the zvevya dytov here spoken of to be the personal spirit, con- 
templated as such, but, simply, divine essence, abstracted, in the 
mind of the writer, from all ideas of personal attribution or rela- 
tions.” Dr. Conant does not appear to approve of this transla- 
tion as interpreted. In his Dissert. p..67, while he repeats the 
translation of Matt. 3:11, ‘he will immerse you in holy spirit,” 
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he translates John 1: 33, ‘this is he that immerses in the Holy 
Spirit.” 

The translator of Acts does not seem to agree with either of his 
fellow-laborers in the interpretation of this phrase: ‘*¢ Acts 1:5, 
You shall be immersed in the Holy Spirit.’ Mote: The Book of 
the Acts is not inappropriately called ‘The Gospel of the Holy 
Spirit.’ His personal attributes, mission and work, are more fully 
developed. . . . Speculative theologians have been much per- 
plexed in their versions and criticisms upon the anarthrous forms 
of this Divine person. . . . We judge it expedient to take a criti- 
eal and full view of this third personal manifestation of Jehovah. 
... Thus zvedua becomes definite, because specific, by the adjunct 
éywy. There is no room for mistake. So far from the article being 
necessary to give definiteness or individuality to zvevpa dytoy, tt is 
its very definite and individual character that enables it to stand 
without the article. It is a great mistake to suppose that meuya 
dywy is an abstract noun. Ilvevya alone may be used as an abstract 
noun, but surely not with the qualifying and specific adjunct dytov. 
.. . The Holy Spirit is set forth in his individual, personal, and 
specific character, as zvevya déywy; not as an influence of something 
else, but a concurring and self-acting personal divine agent in 
consummating and completing the work of redemption. . . . Here 
there can be no mistake. The 7d llvedpa ro “Ayeov promised in John 
14:26 is the mevpe dywy in which the Harbinger promised they 
should be immersed, the same zvevya dytov for which the Saviour 
bid them tarry at Jerusalem, and the to dywoy zvevya which was to 
come upon them in order to endue them with power, &e., as found 
in v. 8. The identity of the subject as indicated by the several 
expressions, TVEDILA aytoy, TO TYEVLG TO aytoy, and to aytoyv Tyevpa, Can- 
not be doubted.” 

This is sufficiently decided as against an immersion (= dipping) 
‘Sin holy spirit,” * in divine essence,” ‘‘in abstract spirit,” ‘in @ 
holy spirit ” (Stovel) ; but how such great office work of the Holy 
Ghost in a world’s redemption accords with a representation of 
the third Person in the Godhead, being a quiescent medium into 
which the souls of men are to be introduced by the Lord Jesus 
Christ, remains'to be explained. 

The passage is to be understood as announcing the peculiar 
character of the Lord Jesus Christ as a Baptizer. This is done 
by exhibiting him in a twofold aspect: 1. As being personally 
ay IIvebpare “Aviv. 2. As a consequence of being ¢v Mvebpare ‘Aviv, 
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being invested with the power of baptizing by the Holy Ghost. 
In the use of this phraseology the Scriptures are self-interpreta- 
tive: Acts 4:7, ‘Ey mola duvdper fj ey ot évépart, being Bd ss Le 
fore working by) what power, or being in (therefore working by) 
what name?” v. 9, ‘*é te, in (therefore by) whom ;” v. 10, ** & 
évépace I, X., in (therefore by) the name of Jesus Christ; ” v. 12, 
66 2y ddiw odder, in (therefore by) no other ;” ‘¢é &, in (therefore 
by) whom we must be saved;” v. 30, & 7@, in (the Lord (: 29) 
being in) therefore healing by his hand ; ‘dea tod dvopatos, through 
the name (by those being ¢ tw évépart) of thy holy child Jesus.” 
The Lord Jesus being & I]. ‘A. did ‘da Il. “A. give commands ” 
(Acts 1:2), and “ dea 7. °A. offered himself without spot to God.” 
(Heb. 9:14.) John “coming in the spirit and power of Elias” 
was qualified to do his work through that spirit and power. John’s 
Lord coming ‘in the Spirit and power of God” was qualified to 
do his work through that Spirit and power. 

Some may prefer interpreting & Iledpate ‘Ay as qualifying 
6 Pantitwy as expressing an act rather than in a purely substantive 
use. Such interpretation will affect the form only of the argument. 


Acts 1: 5. 


'Yperc 08 Rarttobhoeobe év Ivetpare ‘Aviv. 
‘But ye shall be baptized by the Holy Ghost.’’ 


THE BAPTISM OF THE APOSTLES FOR THEIR APOSTLESHIP. 


This great baptism is a worthy illustration of that divine in- 
vestiture publicly received by the incarnate Redeemer in entering 
on his covenant work by the descent of the Holy Ghost, and by 
reason of which he was proclaimed by his Forerunner to be— 
“6 Bartifwy év Iebpare ‘Ayiv—the Baptizer who being in the Holy 
Ghost baptizes by the Holy Ghost.” It is also a very clear and 
striking illustration of the diversity in baptisms. The theory does 
not and cannot consistently recognize diversity in baptisms. The 

argument is—‘‘ A dipping is a dipping and a baptism (= dipping) 
is a baptism (= dipping).” There may be a dipping of diverse 
objects into diverse elements with diverse results, but the dipping 
remains unchanged and unchangeable. To baptize is to perform 
‘a definite act,” to dip ; and this is its meaning they say always, 
never being used to express the result of an act, laying aside defi- 
nite form. That is to say, the friends of the theory still make 
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their argument as to fanr‘Sw as formerly in relation to Bdzrw, to 
turn on a modal act, exclusive, invariable, and always present in 
fact or inimagination. Those who do not accept this theory deny 
the foundation (modal action) on which it rests, affirming that 
Baxrifw does not belong to the class of verbs expressing modal 
action, but to that class which makes demand for condition. They 
farther affirm, that the condition (intusposition) demanded for its 
object by faxtfw does invariably, from the necessity of the case, 
result in a complete change of condition of the object, and ordi- 
narily in a farther change of condition in consequence of the object 
being penetrated, pervaded, and thus assimilated to the charac- 
teristic quality of the encompassing element. And, grounded in 
this unquestionable fact, it is still farther affirmed, that farrSw 
has a secondary usage in which the condition of intusposition does 
not appear, but a condition identically the same as or analogous 
to that resulting from intusposition (namely, interpenetration and 
assimilation), but effected in any way or by any means. The 
friends of the theory having been confronted by Dr. Carson with 
the rhetorical enormity of *‘ dipping a lake in the blood of a frog,” 
they abandoned the doctrine that féztw means “to dip and noth- 
ing but dip,” and accepted a secondary meaning based upon the 
effect of dipping under certain conditions, namely, into a dyeing 
liquid an object fit to receive by interpenetration and assimilation 
the characteristic quality of the dye, so that dipping in blood 
(éBdnteto Saiyate) became transformed into ‘‘ dyed by blood,” the 
modal act utterly disappearing. The ‘‘ fantastic tricks” of rhet- 
oric resorted to in order to save modal act to fdztw are a trifle 
compared with those which have been found necessary (not to save 
for it never was there, but) to give, de nove, modal act to faztifu. 
Many of these rich imaginings we have already met with, and 
shall meet with more, and with one (not the least remarkable) in 
‘the passage now to be considered. 


Dr. Carson and the Theory. 


There is a propriety in giving prominence to the views of Dr. 
Carson on this subject, because he is regarded in Great Britain 
as without a peer among his fellows; and in America his writings 
are issued by the Baptist Board of Publication as of standard 
authority. All mast acknowledge that the writings of Dr. Carson 
have unusual power. This arises in part from the element of 
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truth which is obvious; but still more by the boldest statements 
declaring that to be true which is untrue (he honestly believing 
his statement to be true) and the ordinary reader being unable 
to detect its falsity. Dr. Carson is also a man of the profoundest 
convictions, of the most daring courage, of imperious will, and 
an utter stranger to veneration for any human name that stands 
opposed to him. He sees difficulties only to trample them under 
foot. He meets opposing suggestions only to fling them behind 
his back. He writes with the unreserved force of a mah who 
claims that what he writes is ‘‘demonstration” and for “eternity.” 
With such characteristics associated with respectable learning, 
and special study of language in some of its departments, the 
writings of Dr. Carson could not but be impressive. Other writers 
are more learned, as Gale; more critical, as Ripley; more broad 
and judicious, as Conant; more refined and candid, as Morrell; 
but no writer of his class has the power which belongs to Carson. 
Iam happy to say, farther, that whatever of amenity and polish 
may be obviously lacking in the author of these writings, there 
is no less of evidence that he is a truly honest and Christian man. 
Some of his friends may think that it was a sad illogicism which 
led this earnest defender of a “‘dipping into the water” not to 
refuse to others ‘‘a crumb dropping from the children’s table,” 
and even to allow them to sit down with him and eat of the 
same “bread” and drink of the same “cup.” But this sin surely 
was not remembered against him when in death he passed into 
the presence of the Master who gave of the children’s bread even 
to a Syrophenician. 

If the views of Dr. Carson as to the baptism under consideration 
appear to be such as no rational man could entertain, it must be 
remembered that their very extravagance is proof that Dr. Carson 
was no ordinary man. A common man, one of an everyday 
courage, self-confidence, and faith in a theory, would have shrunk 
back from their promulgation ; it required the nerve and faith of 
Carson to follow theory into self-contradiction and absurdity with 
atriumphant step. But let us look at his interpretation of this 
baptism of the Apostles by the Holy Ghost, as a dipping. 


“ Baptism of the Holy Spirit.” 


The section which introduces the discussion bears the heading, 
“Baptism of the Holy Spirit.” This phraseology exemplifies the 
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deceptive and (in view of his fundamental principles) the incon- 
sistent use of language which so largely characterizes and vitiates 
the entire book. No friend of the theory has a right to speak of 
“the baptism of the Spirit.” Such Janguage implies either that 
“the Spirit” is to be the object dipped, or is to be the agent who 
is to dip some one else; but the theory rejects both these views, 
and insists upon a dipping of somebody by somebody “tin the 
Spirit.” Then stand by this position. Do not tacitly disavow it 
by going into the camp of the enemy to borrow their banner. 
‘Baptism of the Holy Spirit” is our legend. Let those who 
believe in ‘a dipping zn the Holy Spirit” manfully avow it, boldly 
display it, and if they can triumphantly defend it. 

The statements of Dr. Carson under this heading will now be 
given and followed by needful criticisms. 


. 


“ Migure”—* Immersion "—* Dipping ”—" Sanctification.” 


‘‘ The baptism of the Spirit is a figurative expression, explicable 
on the principle of a reference toimmersion. This represents the 
abundance of the gifts and influences of the Spirit of God in the 
enlightening and sanctifying of believers. That which is im- 
mersed in a liquid, is completely subjected to its influence and 
imbued with its virtues; so, to be immersed in the Spirit, repre- 
sents the subjection of soul, body, and spirit to his influence. 
The whole man is sanctified.” 

‘‘ Believers are said to be immersed into the Spirit, not because 
there is anything like immersion in the manner of the reception. 
of the Spirit, but from the resemblance between an object im- 
mersed in a fluid and the sanctification of all the members of the 
body and faculties of the soul.” 

“But though the baptism of the Holy Spirit is a figurative 
baptism to which there cannot be a likeness in the literal baptism ; 
yet, as respects the transaction on the day Pentecost, there was 
a real baptism in the emblems of the Spirit. The disciples were 
immersed into the Holy Spirit by the abundance of his gifts; but 
they were literally covered with the appearance of wind and 
fires? -'. 

‘Now though there was no dipping of them, yet, as they were 
completely surrounded by the wind and fire, by the catachrestic 
mode of speech which I before explained, they are said to be 


immersed.” ... 
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“Air and fire were elements of the baptism that took place on 
the day of Pentecost, but they are not the elements in the stand- 
ing ordinance of Christ... . ; They who were baptized on that 
day in wind and fire, had been baptized before.” ... 

“6A dry baptism!’ exclaims Dr. Wardlaw. Be patient, Dr. 
Wardlaw; was not the Pentecost baptism a dry baptism? Chris- 
tian baptism is not a dry baptism ; but the baptism of Pentecost, 
and of the Israelites in the Red Sea, were dry baptisms.” 

“The baptism did not consist in the mode of the coming vf the 
flame, but in the being wnder it. They were surrounded by the 
wind and covered by the fire above. They were therefore buried 
in wind and fire” (pp. 104-114). 


Criticism. 


1. “The baptism of the Spirit is a figurative expression, ex- 
plicable on the principle of a reference to immersion.” The term 
‘‘fiourative” is without well-defined boundaries. Its use is often- 
times vague and unsatisfactory. “A figurative expression is, most 
naturally, one which is designed to point the mind to the “figure,” 
form, outline, of something physical, as having some element in 
common with and expository of something which does not pertain ~ 
to physics. ‘A wave of trouble rolled over the land” suggests a 
resemblance between ‘trouble’ and “the Jand,” such as is found 
in a wave of water rolling broadly and resistlessly over the ocean. 
‘* He has dipped into mathematics” suggests an object put into 
a fluid for a moment and withdrawn. What is momentary and 
superficial is necessarily limited in effect. A physical dipping, 
therefore, expounds a dipping into mathematics as a study limited 
in time and attainment. ‘* He is immersed in thought” suggests 
an object completely covered. How covered, or with what cov- 
ered, the allusion has nothing to do; the covering is unlimited in 
extent and in time. We learn, therefore, that “immersion in 
thought” is complete engagedness in (not assimilation to) think- 
ing to the exclusion of everything else. Such usage is plainly 
and designedly figurative. The mind is unavoidably led to the 
physical allusion, and without effort apprehends the reason of it. 

But there are other phrases which by some are called figurative 
with less obvious propriety. ‘“*The people are enlightened ;” 
“The man is debased;” ‘Imbued with love;” “Endued with 
wisdom ;” such phrases are very questionably called figurative. 
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They may be all traced to a physical origin, but not one in ten 
thousand does so trace them in their use or in hearing them used. 
Indeed “debase,” “imbue,” ‘“‘endue,” have no physical use in 
our language, and a merely English scholar could not refer to 
their use in physics to aid him in the understanding of their 
actual use. In the Greek language fdzticya has as little use in 
physics as “imbue,” ‘“‘endue,” have in English. It is never so 
used in the New Testament. I do not remember any such usage 
in Christian Greek writers; and it does not appear at all in classic 
writings. It is of course traceable to physics through the verb, 
and its value is clearly deducible from such source; but when it 
is said to be used “ figuratively,” the term is too loose, in such 
application, without some defining explanation. 

The phrase, “baptism of the Spirit,” does not occur in Scrip- 
ture. ‘*The baptism of John” is of frequent occurrence, and 
always means the baptism proceeding from John as preacher or 
administrator. ‘*The baptism of repentance” is also met with, 
and always indicates that baptism proceeding from repentance 
as its source. ‘*The baptism of the Spirit,” interpreted by par- 
allel phraseology of Scripture, must mean that baptism of which 
the Spirit is the teacher or the executive; but the Scriptures do 
not represent the Spirit as a teacher of a baptism, while it does 
represent him as the executor of baptism. This phrase, therefore, 
can only represent the Spirit as the executor of baptism. But 
the theory teaches a baptism in the Spirit as the receiving ele- 
ment, and not by the Spirit as the executor; it therefore teaches 
a doctrine unknown to the Scripture, and which precludes their 
use of the phrase “ baptism of the Spirit.” 

The language of Dr. Carson, made consistent with the theory, 
would read thus: ‘The dipping in the Spirit is a figurative ex- 
pression, explicable on the principle of a reference to dipping.” 
This, as Carsonism, is plain enough. It refers us to the dipping 
(therefore momentary and superficial introduction) of an object 
into water with trivial effect; therefore it teaches us that Chris- 
tians are momentarily, superficially, and trivially, brought under 
the influence of the Spirit. Such baptism may suit those who 
believe in the theory; it will not suit those who believe in the 
Bible. 

9. This” (baptism — immersion = dipping) ‘“‘represents the 
abundance of the gifts and influences of the Spirit of God.” A 
dipping never was used in figure and never can rationally be so 
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used to express “abundance of gifts and influences.” Its import 
is the right opposite. And if immersion is so used, in figure, it 
is an unusaal use. It may express covering, and so quantity 
sufficient for such purpose; but this is a very different conception 
from “abundance of gifts and influences.” But however this may 
be it is of no help to the theory, for in its vocabulary “immersion” 
is not immersion, but a dipping. Baptism is never used to ex- 
press ‘abundance ;” its idea is always that of power. A cup of 
wine will baptize by its intoxicating power; a draught of an opiate 
will baptize by its soporific power; a dove-like appearance has 
power symbolly to baptize; cloven tongues as of fire have power 
symbolly to baptize; drops of water have power symbolly to bap- 
tize. A baptism has nothing to do with abundance, but is a 
resultant condition effected by some pervading, assimilating, and 
controlling influence. ‘‘Abundance” belongs to pouring, and not 
to dipping or baptism. And in this connection the idea origin- 
ates in, and is borrowed from, the ‘‘ pouring out of the Spirit.” . 

3. ‘* That which is immersed in a liquid is completely subjected 
to its influence and imbued with its virtues; so to be immersed 
in the Spirit represents the subjection of soul, body, and spirit to 
his influence.” : 

If Dr. Carson used language at its true value, and used it con- 
sistently, and there was any such statement in the Scripture as 
“immersed in the Spirit,” then this language would express im- 
portant truth, and the theory would be rejected as ‘* Nehushtan.” 
But unhappily none of these things are true. The opportu- 
nity, however, is given for bringing into relief some things 
which are true. (1.) The radical difference between dip and im- 
merse precluding their interchangeahility. _Dr. Carson says: 
“That which is immersed in a liquid is completely subjected to 
its influence and imbued with its virtues.” This is perfectly true 
using ‘“‘immersed”’ at its proper value — within a fluid without 
limitation of time, and the object being of a nature adapted to 
that influence or virtue belonging to the liquid. But now substi- 
tute for immersed” dipped, and how will the statement appear? 
“That which is dipped in a liquid is completely subjected to its 
influence and imbued with its virtues.” Could a statement be 
more utterly devoid of truth? A vegetable “immersed” (by the 
force of the word without limitation of time) in vinegar becomes 
completely subjected to its influence and imbued with its virtues, 
and is thoroughly changed in condition—converted into a pickle. 


CRITICISM OF THE THEORY ON PENTECOST BAPTISM. 65 


Is this true of a vegetable dipped (by the force of the word limited 
to momentary continuance) in vinegar? Is it completely subject 
to the influence of the vinegar, imbued with its virtues, and trans- 
formed into a pickle? (2.) The shifting in argument from im- 
merse to dip, and from dip to immerse, using them respectively 
in their distinctive value as the exigency of the case may de- 
mand, and again interchanging them as though they had no dis- 
tinctive value, is a wrong to truth, is destructive to argumenta- 
tion, and is proof of the falsity of the cause which demands such 
support. But such shifting runs through Dr. Carson’s writings, 
and constitutes his club of Hercules. (3.) But this statement of 
Dr. Carson has special value as vindicating a radical principle in 
this Inquiry. It has been insisted upon that faztiZw did not 
mean to dip, that it did make demand for intusposition without 
limitation in the time of continuance. It has farther been in- 
sisted upon that the effect of such intusposition on suitable ob- 
jects was to bring them under the controlling influence of the in- 
vesting element interpenetrating, pervading, assimilating, and 
controlling, or (to use Dr. Carson’s words) ‘completely subhject- 
ing them to infinence of the liquid and imbuing them with its 
virtues.” And proof has been adduced that on this basis was 
grounded a secondary usage of fazrcfw in which the investing ele- 
ment disappeared, and a condition (the result of some pervading 
and assimilating influence) was directly expressed. Dr. Carson 
now admits (to the destruction of a dipping) that ‘*complete sub- 
jection to influence and imbuing with virtues” is the result of a 
baptized condition, and he expounds the baptism under consider- 
eration as one in which no dipping, no immersion, is to be found. 
Thus the radical truths developed in Classic Baptism, and re- 
vealed throughout this Inquiry, are vindicated by the admissions 
of Dr. Carson, and a secondary usage grounded in the ErrEct of 
the primary is established. 

4. “To be immersed in the Spirit represents the subjection of 
soul, body, and spirit to his influence. The whole man is sanc- 
tified.” 

This interpretation again subverts the theory: (1.) A dipping 
cannot subject the soul, body, and spirit to any influence. (2.) 
If “dmmersion in the Spirit” accomplishes this profound, abid- 
ing, and assimilative change, then the word which expresses ‘‘ 7m- 
mersion in the Spirit” cannot express dipping in water. (3.) 

5 
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While the Scriptures do not teach an ‘immersion in the Spirit,” 
they do teach a “baptism into repentance” (els yetavdtay), and if 
-Dr. Carson will apply his exegesis as above, he will find all so 
baptized (not dipped) ‘‘ completely subjected to the se of 
repentance and imbued with its virtues.” The Scriptures also 
teach a baptism (not a dipping) ‘into the remission of sins” (¢is 
“dyes Gyaptiwy) by which the baptized (not the dipped) are “com- 
pletely subjected to the influence of the remission of sins and im- 
-bued with its virtues.” The Scriptures also teach a baptism ™ into 
Christ” (es Xpterdv), by which the baptized (not dipped) are 
“completely subjected to the influence of Christ our Redeemer, 
and: imbued with his virtues” as the Lord our Righteousness. 
‘These baptisms should compensate for the taking away from the 
friends of the theory the error respecting a baptism “in the 
‘Spirit,” especially as these baptisms “‘into repentance ”—“ into 
-the remission of sins’”—‘‘into Christ ”—are all baptisms of the 
‘Spirit, so that instead of being a quiescent medium in which souls 
should be baptized by some baptizer, he is himself the active, 
‘mighty, and divine Agent by whom the souls of men are baptized 
“into repentance,” ‘into the remission of sins,” ‘¢into Christ.” 
The error of the theory is still farther shown by the statement that 
‘the one result of ‘immersion in the Spirit” is “ Sanctification.” 
If there were such a thing as ‘‘immersion 77 the Holy Spirit ” the 
natural result would be (from complete subjection to such influ- 
-ence) “ Sanctification.” And what would be the result in one case 
must of necessity be the result in every case. If one vegetable 
immersed in vinegar becomes a pickle, then every vegetable im- 
mersed in vinegar becomes a pickle. If one soul baptized into 
the remission of sins receives forgiveness, then every soul bap- 
tized into the remission of sins will receive forgiveness. In like 
manner if one soul is baptized ‘‘in the Holy Spirit ” and the result 
is ‘‘ Sanctification,” so every soul baptized “in the Holy Spirit” 
must receive ‘‘ Sanctification.” But this again destroys the theory; 
(1.) In general; because the office of the Holy Spirit in redemp- 
tion is not limited to Sanctification, but is most comprehensive 
and varied, “dividing to every man, severally, as he will,” and 
therefore his work cannot be represented as an “ immersion in the 
Spirit.” (2.) In particular; because in the baptism before us, 
which. Dr. Carson says was an ‘‘immersion in the Spirit,” the 
result was not Sanctification, but ‘+ power” for the Aposileship 
and (immediately) the power “to speak with tongues.” The theory 
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is not only erroneous, but it is pure error through and through. 
It is no less erroneous in the application of true principles than it’ 
is in the making of false definitions. 

5. ‘Believers are said to be immersed info the Spirit, not 
because there is anything like ¢mmersion in the manner of the 
reception of the Spirit, but from the resemblance between an 
object immersed in a fluid and the Sanctification of all the mem- 
bers of the body and the faculties of the soul.” 

Observe (1.): The shifting from “immersed in the Spirit ” to 
“immersed into the Spirit.” This is far from being a trivial mat- 
ter. It is not only erring in translation (which all may do), but 
it is a usurpation of that language which the Holy Spirit has es- 
tablished as a barrier against the error of the theory. There is no 
such language in the history of the work of redemption as baptism 
“into the Holy Spirit.” The prepositions evs and éy, in connection 
with baptism throughout the New Testament, are used with a 
severe discrimination which has no exception. The former (¢/¢) 
is invariably employed to designate the receptive element (which 
is always ideal), and the latter (2), or the dative alone, is always 
used to denote the agency, whether efficient that of the Holy 
Spirit, or symbol that of water. This discrimination is a silent 
but impressive warning against confounding what God has dis- 
tinguished. But the theory has not only converted the Holy 
Spirit into a receptive medium under the plea that é means in, 
but having done this is dissatisfied that her self-created baptism 
should stand alone bearing a mark alien from all divine baptisms, 
and so has displaced é (the divine mark of agency) and of her 
own will has substituted ef, thus taking away from and adding 
unto the word of God in most vital points. Observe (2.): In this 
unhappily entitled ‘immersion dnéo the Spirit,” there is “not any- 
thing like ¢mmerséon in the manner of the reception of the Spirit ;” 
the baptism consists solely in the effect produced, a thorough 
change of condition, namely, ‘ the Sanctification of all the mem- 
bers of the body and the faculties of the soul.” If Dr. Carson had 
grasped this truth and followed its guidance in the interpretation 
of Classic baptisms, it would have saved him and his friends from 
whole seas of bad rhetoric of the lake-frog-blood class. It is a 
master-key truth, that in Classic, and Jewish, and Christian bap- 
tisms there is a large proportion of baptisms in which “ there is 
not anything like immersion,” but solely @ thorough change of 
condition analogous to the effect produced on a class of objects by 
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immersion without limit of time. And the settled establishment 
of this point will be an adequate issue to this Inquiry. But ob- 
serve (3.): The explanation of Dr. Carson lacks both correctness 
and congruity. If ‘believers are immersed into the Spirit,” then 
it is neither correct nor congruous to speak of the manner in which 
they “receive the Spirit.” Whatever a man is “immersed into” 
receives him, not he it. Blot out this “immersion into” (and i 
also) which is not in the Scriptures and which is a burden heavy 
to be borne by the theory, and then the way will be clear to Speak 
of ‘the manner of the reception of the Spirit” when baptized by 
the Spirit. There is a farther error and incongruity when ‘ be- 
lievers are said to be immersed in the Spirit because of the resem- 
blance between an object immersed in a fluid and the Sanctification 
of body and soul.” That is to say, the baptism of the Spirit con- 
sists in the Sanctification of the body and the soul without having 
anything to do with or with anything like dipping or immersing, 
and yet this is called baptism because of its resemblance to an ob- 
ject immersed in a fiuid. Is not this on its face incorrect and hope- 
lessly incongruous? How can what is not (‘there is not anything 
like an immersion ’”’) resemble that which is — ‘tan immersed ob- 
ject”? Or, is the baptism (== Sanctification) like “the object” 
(a rock) apart from the immersion? This is impossible. What 
then is meant? Is it this, Dr. Carson has severely condemned 
his friends for admitting that an effect could be called a baptism ; 
but here he is brought face to face with such a baptism, and in 
his extremity he shrinks from acknowledging ‘‘ effect.” (so destruc- 
tive in its bearings) and writes in its stead “ immersion,” logically 
meaning the effect of immersion? Whether Dr. Carson so meant 
or not such is the truth. It is impossible for a sane man to talk 
of a resemblance between ‘ Sanctilication of body and soul” and 
an “immersed object.” Suppose that object to be a flint rock or 
a mass of iron, what is the resemblance to a Sanctified body and 
soul? Who has the courage to attempt an answer? Resemblance 
to an “immersed object” must be abandoned. Try now an object 
which is capable of receiving influence, of being, changed in con- 
dition, made assimilant to the characteristic of the enveloping 
element; for example, take some fruit put into melted sugar a 
year ago; what is its condition now? Is it not penetrated, per- 
vaded, and assimilated to the saccharine characteristic of the 
element in which it has been immersed? Is not its condition as 
fruit thoroughly changed? Does any one hesitate to recognize 
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the resemblance between such an effect produced upon the fruit 
(thoroughly changing its condition by an influence pervading and 
controlling it by its own characteristic) and the effect produced 
upon the soul, thoroughly changing‘its condition by an influence 
of the Holy Spirit pervading and controlling all its faculties, and 
making them subject to its own holy characteristic? The bap- 
tism of the Spirit, then, is an effect produced in the soul without 
a dipping, without an immersing, without anything like either; 
but which is like ¢he ErrEcT produced on certain objects by baptism 
in a fluid having a special characteristic, and which thus receive 
and are made assimilant to such characteristic. In other words, 
it is admitted that the terms baptize and baptism have ceased to 
express dipping, or immersing, or ‘‘anything like” them, and 
does directly express an effect like to the effect of physical bap- 
tism, in whatever way such effect may be produced. By this ad. 
mission Paxtitw and faztw are placed side by side as to the ground 
of their secondary usage. ‘The former lays aside its modal con- 
dition of intusposition, and adopts the effect of such intusposition 
on a certain class of objects as a secondary meaning; the latter 
lays aside its modal action of dipping, and adopts the effect of 
such dipping on a certain class of objects as a secondary mean. 
ing. As Dr. Carson’s protest against the rhetoric of his friends 
which would dip a lake into drops of blood was triumphantly suc- 
cessful, inducing its prompt and universal abandonment and the 
establishment of a secondary meaning for Sdézrw in which there 
was no dipping, so may his repudiation of “ anything like immer- 
sion” in the baptism of the Spirit prove to be no less happy in its 
results, and relieving his friends of their singular rhetoric, estab- 
lish among them a secondary meaning for farr/Zw in which “any- 
thing like immersion ” shall forever pass away. 

6. * But though the baptism of the Holy Spirit is a. auaratiie 
baptism to which there cannot be a likeness in the literal bap- 
tism, yet as respects the transaction on the day of Pentecost; 
there was a real baptism in the emblems of the Spirit.. The dis- 
ciples were immersed into the Holy Spirit by the abundance of 
his gifts; but they were literally covered with the peheggens of 
wind and fire.” 

(1.) Dr. Carson has admitted that-the baptism of thie: Spirit is 
not a “figure” of dipping or immersing, for there is not anything 
like these things in it; but it is called a baptism because it pro; 
duces an effect which resembles the EFFECT produced by physical 
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baptism. These effects have individual differences, yet have vas 
common feature, namely, a thorough change of condition assimi- 
lant to the characteristic of that which effects such change. Now 
of such effect the baptism of the Spirit is not a “‘ figure,” bet is an 
exemplification, It is therefore a real baptism—not changing the 
condition of an object by introducing it within a physical cover- 
ing, nor (what is a very different thing) the condition of an object 
through an influence operating by means of a physical envelop- 
ment, but changing the condition of an object in like character as 
aninfluence operating through envelopment changes it, develop- 
ing its influence, however, in other ways than by envelopment. 
Denying therefore that any envelopment, real or imaginary, exists 
in these baptisms (the correctness of which denial Dr. Carson ad- 
mits), and affirming that the name applied to them (baptism) is 
derived from that class of baptisms in which the envelopment is 
only a means to an end, namely, assimilative change, we farther 
affirm, that this mode (by covering) for effecting such changes 
ceases to be exclusive, and Any act or influence competent to effect 
like change is accepted as effecting a baptism. The thorough 
change in the condition of the soul, effected by the Holy Spirit 
assimilating it to itself, is therefore a real baptism, and is not “the 
figure” of a dipping, or an immersion, or a covering. 

(2.) “The disciples were immersed into the Holy Spirit by the 
abundance of his gifts.” 

As there is no baptism “into the Holy Spirit ” in his official 
working in the scheme of redemption, and the nature of his rela- 
tion to the scheme of redemption as the great Worker in te souls 
of men, does not allow of his being regarded as a quiescent medium 
out of which some one else is to extract virtue by putting the souls 
of men into it, this statement is erroneous. But who confers 
“the abundance of his gifts”? Is it the Holy Spirit? Then the 
Holy Spirit “immerses into the Holy Spirit,” for this immersion 
is ‘by the abundance of his gifts.” This is not the wisdom of 
the Scriptures. Does some one else bestow ‘the abundance of 
his gifts”? Then what becomes of the office of the Holy Spirit ? 
In this statement Dr. Carson is leading us in a circle. He has 
already told us that ‘immersion in the Spirit” confers “ abun- 
dance of gifts” and “ sanctifies body, soul, and spirit.” We are 
now told that “abundance of gifts” previously conferred has a 
power to “‘immerse into the Spirit.” Error cannot square with 
the truth. 
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-(3.) “There was a real baptism in the emblems of the Spirit. 
. . They were literally covered with the appearance of wind and 
fire.” 

(a.) ‘A real baptism ” (!) no * figure ” here. (0.) ‘In the em- 
blems of the Spirit.” There were no ‘emblems of the Spirit ” 
present at Pentecost. The Spirit does not baptize ‘in emblems.” 
All baptisms of the Holy Spirit are real baptisms of the soul, not 
coverings of the body in “sound” and “cloven tongues.” The 
“sound as of a mighty rushing wind” proclaimed the presence of 
the Deity; and the ‘cloven tongues as of fire” symbolized the 
gift conferred to speak in other languages. The “appearance as 
of a dove” descending and reinaining on the “beloved Son” when 
he was baptized ‘without measure” by the Spirit, was an emblem 
of the Holy Ghost; wind-sound and cleft tongues are not. (c.) 
“They were literally covered with the appearance of wind and 
fire.” If there had been but one Bible in the world, and that 
under lock and key in Dr. Carson’s study, this statement might 
have received some credence, or, if there were but. one intellect 
(though erratic) in the world, and from its supreme wisdom had 
come such announcement, the remainder of a witless race might 
have accepted this ‘‘ real haptism” in “the appearance of wind 
and fire.” As, however, there are other copies of the Scriptures 
in the world, and happily so written that ‘‘a fool may not err” in 
such a case, we withhold our faith from this ‘treal” ‘“‘appearance”? 
baptism. 

7. * Now, though there was no dipping of them, yet as they 
were completely surrounded by the wind and fire, by the cata-: 
chrestic mode of speech which I before explained, they are said 
to be immersed.” 

On reading such a statement there is a natural impulse to-ask : 
Was it propounded in a lunatic asylum? Solomon in one of his 
Proverbs unites with the common sense of all ages to forbid a 
formal answer to such extravagance. One element in it, however, 
may be noticed. ‘It is this: Dipping, as a modal act, is the theo- 
retic sine qué non of baptism with Dr. Carson. That this is so, 
is placed beyond all doubt by the necessity felt by Dr. Carson to 
make out a modal dipping in a ‘‘real baptism” where there was 
claimed to be an unquestionable ‘surrounding ” and “ covering.” 
With some this would have been sufficient to vindicate a baptism, 
but not so with Dr. Carson; he insists that ‘*to baptize” is ‘ to 
dip and nothing but dép through all Greek literature,” and there- 
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fore he undertakes to make out a dipping where there is confess- 
edly none, and this he does by his old and trusty friend Cata- 
chresis, whom we have heretofore met with as “the Old Guard,” 
reserved for dire exigencies.. We call attention to the fact, that 
it is out of the bowels of dip that Dr. Carson has drawn the fila- 
ment with which he has woven his theory, because this little word 
has suddenly fallen into such disrepute that the Bapéist Quarterly 
denounces it, and enters a denial that Dr. Carson ever believed 
in it. The reed on which we once leaned when breakingyand 
piercing our band is condemned and rejected as worthless. It is 
not well, however, in discarding a trusted friend to say—We never 
leaned upon you. There is another point hardly second in im- 
portance to this, which is developed in this same sentence. It is 
this: the use of dip and immerse as equivalents, having precisely 
the same meaning. We are told, “though there was no dipping 
yet, by Catachresis, they are said to be immersed” — dipped. A 
dipping was what was lacking; a dipping was what Dr. Carson 
set out to find, and under the guidance of Catachresis he finds it 
in “immersed.” But in a previous sentence Dr. Carson has used 
‘immersed in the Spirit”’ not in the sense of dipping (— momen- 
tary introduction and withdrawal), but in the sense of unlimited 
continuance. Thus a claim is set up for a word to mean both 
momentariness and continuance unlimited only by the eternal 
ages. The legs of such a theory are too unequal to allow it to 
walk erect. 

..8. “The baptism did not consist in the mode of the coming 
of the flame, but in the being under it. They were surrounded 
by the wind, and covered by the fire above. They were there- 
fore buried in wind and fire.” 

Dr. Carson was certainly something more than an extraordinary 
man. If there is a second friend of the theory in the Old World or 
the New who would venture to write these three sentences it would 
be a pity, for no wonder would be left to be expended on him. 
Times without number we have been told by Dr. Carson and his 
friends, that we show the greatest stupidity in talking about “ the 
mode” of baptism. With a knowledge exhaustive of all truth 
upon the subject we have been informed, that baptism itself is 
mode and nothing but mode; and to talk about the mode of bap- 
tism is as witless as to talk about “‘the mode of dipping.” But 
our Instructors now tell us, that they have discovered a ‘* baptism 
which does not consist in the mode of the coming of the flame, 
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but in the being under it.’ Well; may a disciple inquire about 
“the dipping”? That, I believe, does not mean “ being under a 
flame.” Oi! “* Catachresis” will attend to that. 

“They were surrounded by the wind,” although there was no 
““wind;” ‘and covered by the fire above,” although there was 
just as little ‘fire’ as there was wind, “THEREFORE they were 
buried in WIND and FIRE”!!! Well, no doubt just as the naked- 
ness of an African prince is “* buried” out of sight when he goes 
abroad regally attired in a ‘‘ covering of wind” and ‘“ under” a 
flaming umbrella. The baptism is remarkable as Dr. Carson puts 
it; it would be still more remarkable if it was found in the Bible; 
but ifopity neither it nor any element as an apology for it is to 
be found there. This peerless advocate of the theory asks per- 
mission of none in heaven or on earth to mould the language of 
Scripture to suit his necessities any more than to call on ‘ Cat- 
achresis’’ to help his theory out of difficulties. 

I conclude this examination by a quotation from President 
Halley, equally accomplished as a writer and a scholar. ‘ Dr. 
Carson continues (p. 110): ‘ The wind descended to fill the house, 
that when the house was filled with the wind, the disciples might 
be baptized with it.’ This philosophy of a house full of wind is 
not of Scripture, but of Dr. Carson, I would have skeptics take 
notice, lest they should profanely ask, was it ever empty of wind? 
or if there was more than usual, what kept the building together? 
‘Their baptism consisted in their being totally surrounded with 
the wind, not in the manner in which the wind came.’ Of course 
he means came upon them. Will you believe me, gentle reader, 
that his book is written to prove that to baptize is a modal verb, 
referring exclusively to the manner in which the action is per- 
formed; the manner in which the wind, or water, or baptizing 
fluid incloses a person, by his being put into i, and not by its 
coming upon him?” . 

The lake-dipping into a frog’s blood by Dr. Gale is hard, round 
common sense compared with this chaffy, catachrestic dipping of 
the Apostles into ‘sound and cloven tongues” by Dr. Carson. 


Translation. 
“John truly baptized (Sdare) with water; but ye shall be bap- 


tized (2 Iebpate “Aytw) by the Holy Ghost.” 
The translation of @ Mvebyare ‘Aytw cannot be baptized ‘ in the 
Holy Ghost” (making this Divine person the figurative recipient 
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of the Apostles), because: 1. It is not the granimatical form te 
express such idea. In Classic Greek, when an object not already 
in a condition of baptism is spoken of as to be baptized, the re- 
ceiving element is invariably expressed in the Accusative with 
cic. 2. When 2v with the encompassing element in the Dative, is 
used by the Classics, it invariably expresses that the object is 
already in a baptized condition, and so continues without limit- 
ation of time. 3. When the Dative without a preposition is used 
by the Classics (they never use a preposition) it invariably ex- 
presses the agency by which the baptism is effected, and not the 
receiving element into which the baptized object passes. ,4. In 
the New Testament when the agency (symbol or real) and the 
receiving element (which is never physical) are both stated, the 
agency is invariably expressed by the Dative (with or without 
év), and the receiving element by the Accusative with és. 5. 
When the Dative (with or without é) appears in the New Testa- 
ment without the Accusative and its preposition, it of necessity 
must (both by Classic and New Testament usage) express the 
agency effecting the baptism or symbolizing the baptism effected. 
Where the receiving element has been previously stated, we are 
under obligation to supply, by ellipsis, such element as stated, 
with the Accusative and its preposition, in all like baptisms; but 
when the baptism is special in its character, and the Dative only 
appears, we are not under obligation or necessity to construct 
any receiving element by supplying a verbal form in the Accus- 
ative with e/s, because the agency and the attending circumstances 
will always indicate the nature of the baptism. The Classics 
never supply a receiving element with the Dative. They use this 
case in connection with baptisms of the second class, expressing 
thorough change of condition without envelopment. The Scrip- 
tures so use it. It is the Dative only (& #daze, date, supplied by 
ellipsis, John could baptize in no other way but symbolly) which 
appears in the baptism of Jesus by John. The nature of the case 
and positive statement showing that it was a rite exhibiting a 
covenant baptism engaging “ to fulfil all righteousness.” In the 
baptism of Christ by the Holy Ghost, this Divine agent appears 
in the Nominative (= instrumental Dative) and the nature of the 
baptism is indicated by the nature of the case and by positive 
statement, showing it to be a measureless Divine influence qual- 
ifying for the wondrous work of redemption. So, in the baptism 
under consideration there is no receptive element stated, nor is 
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any needed; the agency expressed in & IIvebpare ‘Ayiw, the persons 
to be baptized, the end in view, leaves not the shadow of a doubt 
as to the nature of the baptism; it was a thorough change of 
condition by the Holy Ghost qualifying them for the Apostleship. 
6. This phrase cannot denote a receptive element “in” which 
souls are to be baptized; because in that case there could be no 
diverse baptisms of the Spirit. All baptized in the same element 
must receive the same baptism, just as all vegetables baptized in 
vinegar must receive the same baptism, and all fruit baptized in 
melted sugar must receive the same baptism. But the baptisms 
of the Holy Spirit are diverse in their nature; as, for example, 
the baptism of ‘*the beloved Son” was diverse in its nature from 
that baptism received by publicans and sinners; and the bap- 
tism received by the Apostles was widely diverse from both; and 
the baptism of all Christ’s people (¢v éve livebyare eg &v wpa) “ by 
one Spirit into one body” has diversity as its very essence. 
Therefore év Ivedpare“Ayiw cannot possibly be the elemeut in which 
the souls of men are baptized. 7. This cannot be so, because it 
subverts the revealed economy of redemption. The third Person 
in the Godhead is everywhere in Scripture represented as, em- 
phatically, the Agent. It is through his constant, universal, and 
mighty working in the wondrous incarnation itself (Matt. 1:18, 
Luke 1:35), through all the life and death of the incarnate Re- 
deemer, and among the souls of men, that the fruits of the in- 
carnation are secured. All this teaching of the Scriptures is 
swept away by the idea that the Holy Ghost is a Bethesda’s pool 
awaiting some one to bring into it the spiritually halt, and lame, 
and blind, and who without such helper must remain a long, long 
time ‘in that case.” 8. The translation cannot be “in the Holy 
Ghost” and accord with the principle recognized in the Baptist 
translation of Matt. 9:34, ¢v r@ dpzovte through the prince of the 
devils, with this note: **’Ev with dative of person denotes the one 
in whom resides the power or authority by which a thing is done ; 
hence by or through ;” and Matt. 12:27, ‘* & BeedZefodd, through 
Beelzebub ;” and v. 28, % @& Ilvedpate Osvd, through the Spirit of 
God,” referring for vindication to the above-quoted note on Matt. 
9:34. The translator of Luke 11:15, in a note quotes these 
passages and says, “they should all be translated by.” This 
principle must be abandoned, or the Personality of the Holy 
Ghost must be denied by translating “ 2 Mvedpate “Aytw in the 
Holy Ghost.” And in denying the personality of the Holy Ghost, 
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here, there must be a reconciliation with the affirmation of their 
associate translator of Acts, that “the Holy Ghost, the third 
Person in the Trinity, is here designated,” as well as the multi- 
plied translations of the same phrase (‘by the Holy cae my 
throughout their New Testament. 

We adoringly recognize the third Person of the Godhead in 
this great work, and translate in accordance herewith and with 
all other related considerations—‘t Ye shall be baptized by the 
Hoy Guost.” % 


The Baptizer. 


The original author of this baptism is the Lord Jesus Christ ; 
the executive agent is the Holy Ghost; the giver of the Holy 
Ghost is the Father; so that, in varying relations, the entire 
deity, Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, is engaged in this baptism, 
which is to ‘‘endue with power” these men to lay the foundations 
of that kingdom which is an everlasting kingdom, and to the 
dominion of which there shall be no end. This truth is evolved 
by the following passages: Luke 24:49, “I send (eazvorédiw) 
the promise of my Father upon (2zt) you, but tarry ye in the city 
of Jerusalem until ye be endued with power from on high.” This 
promise is repeated by this same writer in Acts 1:4, 5: ‘“*He 
commanded them that they should not depart from Jerusalem, 
but wait for the promise of the Father which ye have heard of 
me; for... ye shall be baptized (ev Ivebpare “Aytw) with the Holy 
Ghost not many days hence;” v. 8, ‘‘ Ye shall receive (ddvapyey) 
power after that the Holy Ghost (cod ‘Aytov Ivebpatoc) has come 
upon you;” 2:4, ‘‘ And they were all filled (Ivedpatos ‘Aytov) with 
the Holy Ghost, and began to speak as (rd Ivedua) the Holy Ghost 
gave them utterance ;” v. 33, “This Jesus . . . at the right hand 
of God being exalted, and the promise (r0d ‘Aytou Ivebpuartos) of the 
Holy Ghost being Oey from” (xapa by the side of, where 
Jesus stands, Acts 7:55; see Harrison, Greek Prepos., pp. 372-4) 
“the Father” (cd zatpdc, Gen., whence the Holy Ghost proceeds), 
‘*he hath shed forth this, which ye now see and hear.” In view of 
such statements, how can the personality of the Father and of the 
Son be retained while that of the Holy Ghost is converted into 
‘abstract spirit,” ‘“‘essence of spirit,” ‘holy spirit,” ‘*a holy 
spirit,” “influence?” Does not the Nominative announce the 
Agent having power to baptize? Does not the Genitive announce 
the Agent whence the power to baptize proceeds? Does not the 
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Dative and ¢ announce the Agent in whom the power to baptize 
resides? Does not the article abound? Is not its absence in the 
presence of a preposition just as it ought to be? Does not ‘Aytou 
demonstrate the presence of Him of, whom Jesus said, ‘* There is 
none good (Holy) but one, that is Gop?” What objection can 
there be to the interchange, or to the use as equivalents, of ‘“ the 
promise,” ‘‘the gift,” ‘the power,” and “the Holy Ghost,” in 
whom they meet, on whom they depend, and without whom they 
cannot exist? 

An ancient oracle, it is said, promised to a defeated people that 
if they would ask a Leader from a neighboring state they would 
receive power to conquer. The request was made, a Leader was 
given, and power to conquer was secured. What, now, hinders 
‘** promise,” ‘ power,” ‘‘ gift,” ‘ Leader,” from being interchanged, 
or used as equivalents, in speaking of this transaction? Why not 
say ‘‘the promise” (=the Leader) came? ‘the gift” (=the 
Leader) endued them with power? ‘‘the power” (—the Leader) 
secured the victory? Do not promise, gift, and power, meet in 
the Leader, go out from the Leader, perish apart from the Leader? 
And what is ‘the promise” of Christ, or ‘‘the gift” of the Father, 

r “the power” of the Apostles, apart from the living, divine 
Holy Ghost who works in all, through all, over all, and without 
whom we can do nothing? 


‘Yoatt-— Ev Ivebpate “Arto. 


The use of the preposition ¢ with Mvebpate ‘Ayéw in connection 
with baptisms by the Holy Ghost is invariable, while the use of 
éy with ddare in symbol-water baptisms is variable. Can any 
reason be assigned for such varying usage? This may be said: 
The relation between John (the usage only appears in connection 
with John, although the truth applies to all others) and ‘ water,” 
and the relation between Jesus and ‘‘the Holy Ghost” is not the 
same. John’s qualification for his ministry was in no wise de- 
pendent upon é¢y tdate; this was derived from his being ‘ év zvebpare 
zav dvvdpet ?Hitov in the spirit and power of Elias.” John was 
always “in” this spiritual condition, and by it he fulfilled his 
ministry. The omission of (2) the preposition making the state- 
ment, ‘he shall go before Him by the spirit and power of Elias,” 
would be quite another statement from that of the Bible, “he 
shall go before Him in” (and thus invested with) **the spirit.and 
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power of Elias.” The preposition cannot be omitted. But the 
use of the preposition (27), in connection with water, rests on 
quite another basis. It is simply a Hebraistic (also, limitedly, 
Classical) use expressive of instrumentality. This usage is so 
common, that the Baptist Bible translators recognize it and so 
translate it nearly forty times in the single Gospel of Matthew. 
There is, then, nothing to require a uniform use of @ date; on 
the contrary, we would look for its abandonment by a more 
Greekly writer. And such is the fact. Luke, less affected by 
IIebraism, never uses the preposition, in this connection, in his 
Gospel or in the Acts. Thus the use and the disuse is fully 
accounted for, and under such circumstances that both use and 
disuse establishes the instrumental sense. But the Lord Jesus 
has nothing to do with ‘‘ water,” and his ministry has no concern 
with év as used in that relation; but the fulfilment of his ministry 
begins and ends with & Ilvejpate “Aytw; the relation, therefore, 
of this preposition is with the usage developed in @& zvetpare zat 
duvdpee “Hitov, and not with the very different usage in @& #dare, 
where symbol agency is directly expressed, and in no wise de- 
pendent on the idea of antecedent inness. For a reason, then, 
as obvious as that which allows the disuse of & in connection with 
vdatt, the persistent use of this preposition is demanded in con- 
nection with Mvedpare ‘Ayiw, as it is demanded in connection with 
&y mvedpate xat duvdvet “Hdtov. But inasmuch as this phrase suggests 
inness with a view to a consequent investiture with power, it will 
follow, that under diverse circumstances, the one idea or the other 
will emerge into greater prominence, and the translation be fitly 
with, by, or in. This is exemplified in Luke 4:14, “Jesus re- 
turned (2 ty duvdyer tod Mvebyaros) in the power of the Spirit,” as 
compared with the passage before us, ‘Ye shall be baptized (& 
Thebpate ‘Ayiw) by the Holy Ghost, in whom Jesus is, and by whom 
therefore he accomplishes his work.” 


The Baptism—Iis Emblem. 


The specific character of this baptism is not indicated by the 
statement that it was ‘ (év Iebpare “Ayiw) by the Holy Ghost.” The 
Holy Ghost is an Agent most mighty, most wise, and of infinite 
resources. Therefore his baptisms (thorough changes of spiritual 
condition assimilated to his own wisdom, or power, or other char- 
acteristic entering into his holy nature) are greatly varied. This 
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phrase can only, of itself, give some general character to the bap- 
tism. It was not the ordinary Christian baptism. This is a matter 
of universal admission. The friends of the theory not only do not 
claim the presence of a dipping into,water, but admit that there 
was not anything like it. Dr. Carson will not even invoke the aid 
of Catachresis to make this something out of nothing. He admits 
(what this Inquiry has proved times without number) that it was 
nothing more nor less than a baptism consisting in a thorough 
change of condition resulting from “ subjection to influence and 
imbuing with its virtues.” Those who reject the theory declare 
that it could not be an initiatory baptism, because that is entirely 
unsuitable to the position of those who had not only been long 
the disciples of Christ, but also his chosen Apostles. Dr. Carson 
says it was a baptism of Sanctification, ‘thoroughly Sanctifying 
body, soul, and spirit.” This he grounds on the idea that there 
was a baptism “in” and “into the Holy Spirit.” This has been 
shown not to be true, and with the foundation destroyed that 
which is built upon it must fall. But this is farther disproved as 
being entirely inadequate to fit for the Apostleship. No man by 
mere sanctification could be fitted to be an Apostle. Stephen 
was a man ‘full of the Holy Ghost ;” but he was not an Apostle, 
nor is there any evidence to show that he was fitted to be one. 
The specialty of this baptism consisted in the fitting those who 
received it for the Apostleship. This is evident from the promise 
made to those chosen for this office—Luke 24: 49, ‘* Behold I send 
the promise of my Father upon you; but tarry ye in the city of 
Jerusalem, until ye be endued with power from on high;” from 
the express statement in Acts 1:2, 4,5, that these words con- 
tained a command addressed to the Apostles, and a promise of 
baptism by the Holy Ghost, which (v. 8) was to endue them with 
‘power ” for their wonderful work. Farther evidence is found in 
the accomplished facts ; they did wait at Jerusalem, they did ‘‘re- 
ceive the promise of the Father,” that promise was ‘‘sent” by 
Jesus, they were “ baptized by the Holy Ghost,” they were ‘ en- 
dued with power,” they did enter upon their work, and from that 
hour they were thoroughly changed in their spiritual condition as 
qualified Witnesses for Christ, and endowed with every requisite 
necessary to discharge the high duties of the Apostleship. 
Emblem. This interpretation of the specialty of this baptism is 
confirmed by the emblem of it. Dr. Carson speaks of more than 
one emblem—the emblems of this baptism — ‘‘ wind and fire.” 
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But who ever heard of diverse emblems being employed to denote 
the same baptism? This is like the drinking from a cup and the 
dipping into water so incongruously introduced into the baptism | 
of the Redeemer. There could be no dipping in a “cup,” and so 
water is introduced to make up the deficiency. But if Dr. Carson 
had remembered his present admission as to this Pentecostal bap- 
tism, he would have understood that no dipping was necessary to 
a baptism, and that drinking from a cup had a potency “to sub- 
ject to influence and imbue with the virtue ” of its content® But 
there is reluctance to part with an old friend. And as “ nothing 
like dipping” could be found in the baptism of the Spirit it must 
be found in something related to it. But ‘the fire” (?) is no 
larger than a cup and will not answer The “wind” (?) then 
must be introduced as “sound” is too unsubstantial. It is made 
to fill all the house. This is enough (much wind) for a dipping, 
at least by Catachresis, for there is none in fact; but it will not 
answer for the human addendum emblem wholly to exclude that 
of divine provision, therefore ‘the fire” (?) rather ornamental 
than useful, for the dipping by Catachresis is already complete in 
the house full of ‘‘wind” (?), is made quite superfluously to rest 
above the top of the head. This richness of invention, however, 
must fail after all. There is no ** wind;” there is no “fire.” We 
must, therefore, be what most persons have been, content with a 
single emblem for a single thing, even such as the divine wisdom 
has provided, namely, ‘‘cloven tongues like as of fire.” If no dip- 
ping of the Apostles can be accomplished in these ‘ tongues,” 
then we must bear the disappointment in the case of the emblem 
as we have already had to do in the case of the reality. We dis- 
miss, then, this “‘ Curiosity of Literature” for something of more 
practical value. The instruction which is furnished by this divinely 
appointed emblem is of no small value: 1. It teaches us in the 
clearest manner that this baptism was one qualifying for the Apos- 
tleship, because it emblemizes (‘‘cloven tongues”) one of the 
principal requisites for that office (the power to speak in other 
languages) and one which was immediately brought into requisi- 
tion— We do every man hear in his own tongue in which he was 
born.” 2. It teaches us that the symbol or emblem used in bap- 
tism has no part or lot in a dipping, or immersing, or covering, or 
bigness, or muchness, or with any part of the body except the 
touching of the head. In harmony with this teaching is that of 
the sweet emblem of a Saviour’s baptism, “the appearance as of 
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a dove” descending and remaining upon him; also, that of “ the 
cup” full of penal woe held to his lips by a Father’s hand; also, 
the ‘“‘ water,” simple and simply abstract * water,” ordained of 
Ged as the emblem of cleansing by # Saviour’s blood, all unite to 
teach that the addition of wind to a cloven tongue, or of a feather 
to the pinions of the Dove, or of enlargement to the Redeemer’s 
Cup, or of one drop to “water” in symbol baptism for dipping, 
or immersing, or covering, adds to the word of God. 3. It teaches 
that the emblem of a baptism is representative of one thing and 
not of many things. As “the cloven tongues” represent one 
characteristic gift—the power to speak in diverse languages—in 
this many-sided baptism, and as ‘the Dove” represents the sym- 
pathy of the living Spirit in the wholeness of his Deity and the 
measurelessness of his power, with the work of Redemption on 
which the incarnate Son was entering, and as ‘the Cup” rep- 
resents the deadly suffering which enters into redemption, so 
““water’’ represents the purification effected in the soul by the 
Holy Ghost, and not a grave, a burial, a resurrection, a womb, a 
birth, a washing all over (of clothes in these latter days) for “total 
depravity ” and—I know not what. If the theory can carry all 
these things, well; but let the Bible, as a revelation from God, be 
saved from being overwhelmed by such a heap of things so evi- 
dently of the earth earthy. ~ 

Corollary. If there is no dipping into the “ cloven tongues,” the 
divine symbol by which the Apostles were baptized; if there is no 
dipping into ‘the Dove,” the divine symbol by which the cove- 
nanting Redeemer was baptized; if there is no dipping into “the 
Cup,” the divine symbol by which the atoning Lamb of God is 
baptized ; then there is no dipping in ‘‘ water,” the divine symbol 
by which sinners are baptized. 


Professor Ripley—Professor Hackett. 


Professor Ripley, of the Newton Baptist Theological Seminary, 
presents the following views bearing upon this subject in his 
Commentary on Acts 1:2. After that he (dtd Ilvebyaros *Aytov) 
through the Holy Ghost had given commandments. “Jesus is 
represented in the Bible as having been abundantly furnished 
with spiritual influences, or as acting by the special aid of the 
Holy Spirit. Hence he is said in 10:38 to have been anointed 
with the Holy Spirit; and in Luke 4:1 to have been full of the 
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Holy Spirit; and in John 3: 34, it is said, the Father giveth not 
the Spirit by measure, that is, in any limited degree, to him. It 
was under this divine impulse that he instructed and commis- 
sioned his apostles; v. 4, Wait for the promise of the Father. 
God the Father had promised the gift of the Holy Spirit, by 
which the apostles of Jesus should be fully and finally qualified 
for their office; v. 5, Ye shall be baptized with the Holy Ghost. 
The word baptize primarily signifies to ¢mmerse. And as a 
person who has been immersed in water has received i> most 
copiously, this word is well used to express the idea of great 
abundance or plentifulness. Compare Matt. 20:22, 23, where the 
words baptize and baptism evidently convey the idea of overwhelm 
and overwhelming. To be baptized with the Holy Spirit, then, 
means to receive the influences of the Holy Spirit in great abun- 
dance. The apostles were to be most plenteously endued with 
divine influence. The copious influences of the Spirit would 
qualify them for their office as apostles, by correcting all their 
erroneous views, and leading them into all Christian truth, by 
greatly promoting their piety and zeal, and by endowing them 
with miraculous powers. .. . The promised effusion of the Holy 
Spirit took place about ten days from this declaration; v.8, Ye 
shall receive power. Ye shall receive all needed ability for the 
office to which ye are called. The apostles were to be endowed 
by the Holy Spirit, After that the Holy Ghost is come upon you. 
It was by the Holy Spirit’s agency that the apostles were to be 
fully prepared for their office; 2:2, A sound from heaven as of a 
rushing mighty wind. A noise like wind. That the sound was 
actually that of a violent wind, Luke does not say, but that it 
resembled such a noise. It was altogether of a supernatural 
character. It filled all the house. The noise was heard through- 
out the house. . . . The apostles held themselves ready for some 
immediate manifestation of his (the Holy Spirit’s) presence and 
agency; v.4, And they were all filled with the Holy Ghost. The 
tokens of the Spirit’s descent were connected with the immediate 
enjoyment of his influence, and the outward manifestation of it. 
The Spirit was imparted so copiously, that the disciples are said 
to have been filled with it. New and unusual mental power was pos- 
sessed by them. Their religious views became clearer, and their re- 
ligious fervor was greatly increased. As the Spirit (rd Ivedpa) gave 
them ulterance. As the Spirit enabled them to express themselves. 
The gift of tongues was a miraculous endowment by the Holy 
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Spirit. The Holy Spirit miraculously bestowed on the apostles 
the power to use foreign languages; v.14, Peter standing up with 
the eleven. What a change had taken place in Peter since the 
night in the high priest’s palace! He was evidently now endued 
with power from on high; v.17, 2 will pour out of my Spirit. 
The idea is, I will impart a copious supply of my Spirit’s influ- 
ences; v.33, Having received of the Father the promise of the 
Holy Ghost. That is, having received of the Father the promised 
Holy Spirit. The disciples had kept themselves in expectation 
of the Spirit’s coming. He hath shed forth this which ye now see 
and hear. What you now see and hear, as resulting from the 
Spirit’s power, has been shed forth by Jesus. ... All this was 
to be traced to Jesus.” 

In these comments Professor Ripley recognizes as true the 
following positions: 1. This baptism of the Apostles by the Holy 
Ghost, and the baptism of the Lord Jesus by the Holy Ghost, 
were of the same generic character, with differences inseparable 
from the need and the nature of the parties. In neither case was 
there a physical element into which a dipping, or immersing, or 
covering took place; nor was there any such thing to be supplied 
by the imagination. In both cases there was a physical symbol 
present by which the nature of the baptism effected was betokened. 
Both baptisms were effected by the Holy Ghost. In both cases 
there was a thorough change of condition, bringing the baptized 
under the influence of the baptizer, and investing with his power. 
This change in the case of Jesus is indicated by being ‘ abun- 
dantly furnished with spiritual influences;” by ‘‘acting under the 
special aid of the Holy Spirit;” being “anointed by the Holy 
Spirit;” being “full of the Holy Spirit;” (‘the Father giving 
him the Spirit without measure;” ‘under ‘this divine impulse 
instructing and commissioning the apostles.” ‘What a change 
in Peter!” is language which may be applied to all the apostles. 
This change is indicated by ‘the correction of error,” the be- 
stowal of ‘“‘mental power,” of ‘miraculous power,” of ‘religious 
fervor,” of “needed ability for the apostleship.” This change of 
condition is represented by Prof. Ripley as constituting the bap- 
tism received. He is right in doing so. All baptisms of this 
class consist in a thorough change of condition assimilating to 
the characteristic of the baptizing power. 

2. There was no “wind;” there was no “‘fire;” there was a 
“noise” heard throughout the house. There was consequently 
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no “dry baptism” in wind, and no “ catachrestic”’ dipping into 
wind. The apostles were not baptized in the cloven tongues, nor 
dipped into them by catachresis when they sat upon their heads, 
There is no connection whatever between the act of faxrifw and ° 
the fire-like tongues. he office of this symbol is simply to point 
out the nature of this baptism by a visible indication of one of 
the gifts entering into it. 

3. The baptism consisted simply and solely in the thorough 
change in the condition of the apostles effected by the HolyGhost 
through varied gifts ““enduing with power” for the apostleship. 
The modal action (not actual, but verbally expressed) in effecting 
this baptism was, as Prof. Ripley says, “effusion,” pouring. But 
we do not say, on this account, that Sazz’Sw expresses the modal 
act fo pour. Thiswedeny. Proof has been farnished all through 
this Inquiry that this word never had, and from its very nature 
cannot have, anything to do with modal action. But this trans- 
action does prove that a baptism may be by pouring, and that the 
end of the pouring is not a covering, but a thorough change of 
condition in which there is no dipping, and its introduction, by 
catachresis, begets a broad smile. 

4. The personality of the Holy Ghost as a divine Agent, oper- 
ating through all this transaction, is fully recognized by Prof. 
Ripley. “The Holy Spirit descends,” ‘ bestows,” *‘ qualifies.” 
It is ‘*H1s presence,” ‘His influence,” ‘* His agency,” that does 
the work. At the same time there is a no less clear acknowledg- 
ment that Jesus is the author of this baptism. It is Jesus who 
announces ‘the promise of the Father;” it is Jesus who receives 
that “‘promise from the Father ;” it is Jesus who “sheds forth,” 
* pours out,” this ‘ promised Spirit ;” and all that relates to this 
baptism is “traceable to Jesus.” This relation between Jesus 
and the Holy Ghost, and of both to baptism, is the development 
of the declaration of John—* He shall baptize you & Mvedpare ‘Ayiw 
(being in and therefore) by the Holy Ghost,” and “6 Barrifwy év 
Iveipace “Aytw this is the Baptizer who is in the Holy Ghost.” And 
the fitness of the force of &, as expounding the personal relation 
of Jesus to the Holy Ghost, is exhibited by that transaction in 
which *“*the Holy Ghost descended and remained upon him;” 
while its relation to others, through this new condition of Jesus, 
is exhibited by his baptizing the apostles (2 Ivebparte ‘Ayiw) by the 
Holy Ghost. 

5. Prof. Ripley says, ‘The word baptize primarily signifies 
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to immerse. And as a person who has been immersed in water 
has received it most copiously, this word is well used to express. 
the idea of great abundance or plentifulness.” This is the only, 
point in these comments which needs amendment. The difficulty 
arises from the want of accurate discrimination. Prof. Ripley 
has in view a person who is dipped (momentarily immersed) in 
water and with the clothing on. In such case there must be a 
sufficient abundance of water to effect a covering; but, to receive 
water in an abundance adequate to cover momentarily, and to be 
immersed in water so as to secure the effect distinctive of such 
immersion, are things which are as diverse as any two things can. 
well be. Clothing from its porous nature will be made quite wet 
by a dipping, and will be saturated by an immersion. A person 
divested of clothing does not receive the water, as does his cloth- 
ing, when dipped into it. A flint rock and india-rubber vest- 
ments may be covered in water, but they do not “receive it 
abundantly ” as a means of influence; it cannot penetrate beyond 
their surface. Wetness is not the distinctive character of an im- 
mersion any more than of a pouring or of rain-droppings. The 
result to a clothed living person of an immersion in water is, 
that his clothes are saturated and he is suffocated. Therefore 
the Greeks used /azrtilw to express the condition of a man not 
dipped into water, but who had been brought under the dis- 
tinctive power of water by immersion and thus drowned. It is. 
on the fact that immersion develops the power of the covering 
element over the baptized object that baptize is used to express 
such like power, not ‘‘abundance,” where there is no immersion, 
There is no “abundance” in a cup of wine, yet the Greeks said 
it had a power to baptize. There is no ‘‘ abundance” in a few, 
opiate drops, yet the Greeks said they had a power to baptize. 
There is no abundance in a half dozen bewildering questions, 
yet the Greeks said they had the power to baptize. The refer- 
ence to Matt. 20: 22, 23, sustains the view here presented, namely, 
that of power, not that of “abundance.” The statement that in 
this passage “the words baplize and baplism evidently convey 
the idea of overwhelm and overwhelming” is, in general, correct, 
with a correct meaning attached to those words. ‘* Overwhelm” 
is rarely used in the simple sense of its elements whelm, over. 
In this it resembles overcome (come, over), overthrow (throw, 
over), overbear (bear, over), and countless other words which lay 
aside the form of conception in their elements and adopt some 
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involved result. Now in whelming over there is always present 
a resistless power, and the whelming over of waters is generally 
connected with a destructive issue, and the compound “ over- 
whelm” adopts these ideas, namely, resistless power, commonly, 
hurtful in its nature. The idea of ‘ abundance” is not involved 
in this usage; a word, a look, a poisonous drop, may “ over- 
whelm,” when it could not whelm over. This is the usage (if 
these words be applied here) in Matt. 20: 22, 23; the cup is full 
of penal woe, and in the drinking of it the Friend of sinters is 
“overwhelmed” by a resistless, deadly power; and hence the 
fitness of using Paxtilw and Bdrtiopa in this case, as expressive 
of limitless power. The same usage precisely obtains in the 
baptism under consideration. However many in number, how- 
ever varied in character, however rich in measure, may have been 
the gifts received by the apostles, their baptism had no essential 
connection with *‘ abundance,” but consisted in their being “ en- 
dued with power” by the Holy Ghost for the apostleship. In this 
point (amid the most marvellous extravagances) Dr. Carson is 
more correct than Professor Ripley, when he says, ** That which 
is immersed in a liquid is completely subjected to its influence and 
imbued with tts virtues; so to be immersed in the Spirit repre- 
sents the subjection of soul, body, and spirit to his influence.” 
The idea of ‘‘abundance” springs out of ‘* pouring,” not out of 
immersion. ‘Immersed in thought;” ‘‘immersed in study ;” 
‘immersed in the books ;” are phrases which have no connection 
with abundance. ‘I will Pour you out a blessing so that there 
shall not be room enough to receive it;” ‘I will pour our my 
Spirit on all flesh,” are phrases which have no intelligent mean- 
ing except under the idea of abundance. 

Professor Hackett, of Rochester Baptist Theological Seminary, 
presents similar views in his Commentary on this passage. 1. 
Christ is both personally baptized, and is baptizer by the Holy 
Ghost: Acts 1:2. Gave commandment 0:4. Ivedpatus “Ayiov, through 
the Holy Spirit, his influence, guidance. This noun as so used 
may omit the article or receive it, at the option of the writer, 
since it has the force of a proper name. This passage, in accord- 
ance with other passages, represents the Saviour as having been 
endued abundantly with the influences of the Spirit, and as hav- 
ing acted always in conformity with its dictates: see Luke 4:1, 
“ Jesus being full of the Holy Ghost was led up (& tw Mvedpare) 
by the Spirit:” John 3: 34, * For God giveth not (76 veda) the 
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Spirit by measure unto him.” 2:33, “ Having received of the 
Father the promise of the Holy Ghost,” ¢.e., the Holy Spirit 
promised. ‘‘ He hath shed forth this.” The effusion of the Spirit 
which is ascribed to God in v. 17 is ascribed here to Christ. 

2. The personal divine Spirit was the Agent. Acts 2:6, ‘“‘Now 
when this sound”—that of the descending Spirit; v. 18, ‘The 
effusion of the Spirit was to be universal as to classes. ... The 
modes of divine revelation and of the Spirit’s operation, which 
are specified in this passage; ... It portrays the character of 
the entire dispensation. Those special manifestations of the 
Spirit marked the economy as one that was to be eminently dis- 
tinguished by the Spirit’s agency.” 

'8. The baptism of the apostles was not a dipping into or cover- 
ing over with anything, but qualification for their work. “1:8, 
Ye shall receive power after the Holy Ghost has come upon you; 
dbévayy efficiency, 2.e., every needful qualification to render them 
efficient in their apostolic spheres ; come upon you, designates the 
time when they should receive this power, as well as the source 
of it.” 

4. There was no wind. ‘2:2, Asif a mighty wind, filled, to 
wit, vos, sound, which is the only natural subject furnished by 
the context.” 

5. The Cloven tongues were symbols of the baptism. “2:3, 
The fire-like appearance may have assumed the appearance of 
tongues as a symbol of the miraculous gift which accompanied 
the wonder.” 

The eminent scholarship of Prof. Hackett is excelled only by 
his unassuming Christian character. 


Booth—WMorrell. 


‘©The venerable Booth” says (I, 101): ‘The extraordinary 
gifts and influence received at Pentecost is called the baptism 
of the Holy Spirit. . - . Our brethren will, I think, allow that a 
person may be so surrounded by subtle effluvia; that a liquid 
may be so poured, or it may so distil upon him, that he may be 
as if immersed in it. A writer speaking of electricity says, ‘ The 
first is the electrical bath; so called because it surrounds the 
patient with an atmosphere of the electrical fluid, in which he is 
plunged, and receives positive electricity.” This reminds me of 
the language, ‘there came a sound from heaven as of a rushing 
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mighty wird, and it FILLED ALL THE HOUSE WHERE THEY WERE 
sittina.’ Was the Holy Spirit powred out, did the Holy Spirit - 
fall upon, the Apostles and others, at that memorable time? it 
was in such a manner, and to such a degree, that they were, like 
a patient in the electric bath, as if immersed in it.” 

It is useless for ‘ Rantists” to protest against such wild talk 
being called interpretation; but as Professor Ripley and Pro- 
fessor Hackett are not ‘“‘ Ranters,” their friends may be willing to 
learn from them, through this Pentecost baptism, a broader and 
a truer usage of farzriZw, even as they learned a broader and a 
truer usage of fdxtw, from Dr. Carson, at the shore of the 
Homeric lake. 

Morell (Reply to Dr. Halley, Edinburgh, p. 170) says: “As it 
regards the baptism of the Pentecost, the wind and the fire had 
no modal signification whatever. When we read of the Holy 
Chost ‘coming upon the disciples,’ of its being ‘poured out,’ and 
‘poured down,’ these phrases denote simply the bestowment or 
the abundance of the gifts and influences of the Spirit. The Pedo- 
baptist interpretation, which derives an argument for a particular 
mode of baptism, viz., affusion, as best resembling the supposed 
mode in which the soul is baptized by the Spirit, is to materialize 
a divine influence, and to construct a baseless argument upon a 
mere figurative expression. The occurrences at Pentecost are 
generally considered as fulfilling the language of John, ‘ He shall 
baptize you with the Holy Ghost and with fire.’ When Jesus 
apprises his disciples of the Pentecost baptism, he says nothing 
about the fire. ... The lambent flames, like cloven tongues, which 
came and sat upon the disciples’ heads, while they were very ex- 
pressively emblematical of the most distinguished gift of the Spirit 
on that day, viz., the power of speaking in other tongues, had no 
allusion to baptism whatever. . .. While the Rantists say, ‘The 
wind came upon them;’ the Baptists may say, ‘The wind com- 
pletely surrounded them, so that they were symbolically immersed 
in it.’ But the Scripture does not say that there was not any 
wind. All we can learn is, that there was a loud mysterious noise 
which filled the house. <A noise, surely, cannot symbolize sprink- 
ling or immersing. The baptism of Pentecost consisted in the 
minds of the disciples being entirely absorbed by the Spirit, and 
all their powers and faculties wholly subjected to its influence.” 

Morell writes with the courtesy and candor which indicate the 
refined man, as well as the cultivated scholar. In the style which 
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. prevails among writers on his side, the use of the term * Rantists ” 
would pass unnoticed amid harsher expletives; but on his page 
it is a snag which we encounter with a shock. We make no com- 
plaint of the use of such terms. If opponents can afford to use 
them they will neither harm nor annoy us. The objection of 
Morell against “the Rantists” grounding a claim to pour in ritual 
baptism on the use of ‘pour out,” ‘pour down,” to express the 
manner in which the Spirit was given to effect the Pentecost bap- 
tism, is. without value, because it is without any foundation laid 
by “the Rantists.” Their reasoning is turned upside down and 
wrong end foremost. Their argument is not, The Holy Ghost 
is ‘poured out’ to effect baptism, therefore water should, in like 
manner, be ‘poured out’ to elfect ritual baptism,” but this: ‘The 
Holy Ghost is figuratively said to be poured out to effect a bap- 
tism, THEREFORE this figurative appropriation of POURING OUT must 
be grounded in a previous physical use of ‘pouring out’ to effect 
baptism.” We do not deduce authority to pour water in baptiz- 
ing from the use of * pouring” in the baptizing by the Spirit, but 
reversely we say, that authority to use pouring figuratively in the 
baptism of the Spirit is deduced from the previous physical use 
of pouring in ritual baptism. If this be ‘a baseless argument 
materializing a divine influence,” we will abandon it when the 
evidence shall have been adduced. But between us and such 
evidence stands the altar of Carmel, on which water is being 
poured in order to its baptism, without dipping, immersing, or 
covering, thoroughly changing its condition from ceremonial im- 
purity to ceremonial purity. On such antecedent physical prac- 
tice is based the subsequent figurative use. Morell is right in 
separating these ‘as of fire” tongues from the ‘baptism by fire” 
spoken of by John. They have nothing to do with each other. 
He is also right in saying, that ‘they had no allusion whatever 
to baptism,” using ‘ baptism” in the sense of dipping, immersing, 
covering; but using it in the only sense in which it is used in the 
New Testament (thorough change of condition), and in which 
confessedly it is used here, then, these cloven tongues have not 
only some “allusion” to the baptism, but are a most vital element 
in its exposition. The apostles were really baptized by the Holy 
Ghost “giving them power to speak in other tongues,” they were 
symbolly baptized by tongues as of fire, indicative of the nature 
of the real baptism which had been received. This is the precise 
value of the admission by Morell—‘*The cloven tongues were 
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very expressively emblematical of the most distinguished gift 
of the Spirit on that day, viz, the power of speaking in other 
tongues.” And precisely the same relation which these *cloven 
tongues” have to this extraordinary baptism does the pure water 
have in the ordinary Christian baptism. As the ‘“cloven tongues” 
do by their nature symbolize and expound the nature of this 
baptism by the Holy Ghost, so does the pure water by its nature 
symbolize and expound the nature of that baptism by the Holy 
Ghost. And if it would be regarded as a singular perversity which 
should connect these “tongues” with fazrZa, and insist on the 
Apostles being dipped into them, so it is a like logical and gram- 
matical perversity which insists that men and women should be 
dipped into the symbol water betokening the nature of the bap- 
tism in the soul by the Holy Ghost. The verb fazritw has no 
more to do with the symbol water than it has to do with the 
symbol tongues, and it has no more to do with either than Chang 
Eng of the Celestial Empire has to do with the succession to the 
Presidency over this ‘‘ Flowery Kingdom” of America. 


TIreneus—Cyril of Jerusalem—Gregory Nazianzen. 


Ireneus (844) characterizes the baptism of the Apostles as 
“being endued with power from on high, by the Holy Spirit 
coming upon them, being filled with all official requisites, and 
having complete knowledge.” That is, he believed that it was a 
complete change of condition qualifying them for their high office. 

The representation given of the baptism of Jesus is of the same 
character; (900) “*God anointed Jesus of Nazareth with the Holy 
Ghost and power;” (871) ‘* Matthew says concerning his baptism: 
The heavens were opened to him, and he saw the Spirit of God, 
as a dove, coming upon him. And behold a voice from heaven, 
saying, ‘This is my beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased.’ 
For Christ did not then descend into Jesus; nor is Christ one 
and Jesus another; but the Word of God, who is the Saviour of 
all, and Lord of heaven and earth, who is Jesus, who also assumed 
flesh, and was anointed by the Spirit from the Father, was made 
Jesus Christ. And as Isaiah says: ‘The Spirit of the Lord shall 
rest upon him, the spirit of wisdom and understanding, the spirit 
of counsel and might, the spirit of knowledge and of the fear of 
the Lord, and the spirit of the fear of the Lord shall fill him.’ 
And again Isaiah, foretelling his anointing and for what he was 
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anointed, says: ‘The Spirit of God is upon me, wherefore he has 
anointed me; he hath sent me to preach good tidings to the lowly, 
to bind up the broken-hearted, to proclaim pardon to the captives, 
and sight to the blind, to proclaitn the acceptable year of the 
Lord, and the day of vengeance, to comfort all who mourn.’ For 
the reason that the Word of God was man, out of the root of 
Jesse and Son of Abraham, therefore the Spirit of God rested 
upon him, and he was anointed to preach good tidings to the 
lowly.” 

It is obvious that Irenzeus regarded the baptism of the Word 
of God as to his manhood, by the Holy Ghost descending and 
remaining upon him, as identical, in general character, with that 
of the Apostles by the Holy Ghost coming down upon them; that 
is to say, the baptism in either case was a meet preparation for 
the fulfilment of official duty on which they were just entering. 
The personality and the distinctive character of the work in the 
two cases differed measurelessly; and the baptism was ‘ without 
measure” in the one case, and by measure in the other. And 
becanse the baptisms differ while they agree, the baptism could 
not be by dipping, nor by honest immersion in the Holy Ghost, 
as a receiving element, because then the baptisms must be the 
same. The baptism was by an intelligent Divine agent, ‘‘ who 
divides to every one severally as He will.” 

Cyril of Jerusalem (440) says, ‘‘ The Baptizer (6 BaxtiZwv) with 
water is good, but what is he to the Baptizer with the Holy Ghost 
and fire? The Saviour baptized the Apostles (/vedpare ‘Ayew xar 
zupi) by the Holy Ghost and fire when cloven tongues as of fire 
appeared to them, and sat upon each one of them, and they were 
filled of the Holy Ghost.” Here Cyril by dropping in connection 
with Ivevyace “Ayiw shows that he understands that phrase to ex- 
press agency. The same conclusion is reached by the conjunction 
of xvpt with this phrase in this baptism where in the nature of 
things there could be no dipping in the ‘ tongues,” and therefore 
there could be none designed in its associate Mvedpat: “Aytw. 

978. ** But John, who was filled with the Holy Ghost from his 
mother’s womb, was sanctified for this purpose, that he might 
baptize the Lord; but he did not confer the Spirit, only announc- 
ing him who did confer the Spirit. ‘He saw the Spirit of God 
descending as a dove and coming upon him.’ It was necessary, 
as some interpret, that the first fruits and first gifts of the Holy 
Ghost to be baptized be furnished to the humanity of the Saviour 
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who gives like grace.” The Saviour is represented both as being 
baptized and himself baptizing by the Holy Ghost. 

986. **Pentecost being come the Paraclete descended from 
heaven. He descended that he might endue with power and bap- 
tize the Apostles. The grace was not divided, but the power 
complete. .. . For as one inclosed with waters and baptized is 
surrounded on all sides by the waters, so also they were com- 
pletely baptized (670) by the Spirit. But the water is poured 
around (zxeptyeirat) externally, but (7d Ivedpa) the Spirit baptizes 
the soul within completely. And why do you wonder? Take a 
physical illustration, slight and simple, but useful to the more 
uninstructed. If fire penetrating within the density of iron makes 
the whole fire; and the cold becomes hot and the black becomes 
bright; if fire being a substance penetrating within the substance 
of iron works so without hindrance; why dost thou wonder if the 
Holy Spirit enters into the innermost parts of the soul?” 

Cyril had a very fair opportunity here to say that faxtiZw means 
to dip, but he declines to adopt so un-Greekly a doctrine, and 
ranks himself with those who declare that it makes demand for 
condition. His exposition of baptisms based on effect without 
covering as illustrated by the mass of iron penetrated by fire and 
communicating its own quality to it, changing its condition of 
coldness to hotness, and of darkness to brightness, is identical 
with the doctrine developed in this Inquiry, to wit: a thorough 
change of condition by penetrating, pervading, and assimilating 
to the characteristic of the baptizing power. If Cyril had set out 
to illustrate this definition he could not have done it in a more 
complete manner. 

Origen (III, 1864), “* He shall baptize you by the Holy Ghost 
and fire.” ‘*‘ When does Jesus baptize. (Spiritu sancto) by the 
Holy Ghost, and again, when does he baptize (igne) by fire? Does 
he baptize at one and the same time (Spiritu et igne) by the Spirit 
and fire, or separately and diversely? The Apostles were bap- 
tized after his ascension to heaven (Spiritu sancto) ‘by the Holy 
Ghost,’ but that they were baptized (igne) ‘by fire’ the Scripture 
does not relate.” 

Throughout this passage the preposition is omitted, and ‘‘ Spir- 
itu sancto” and ‘‘igne” appear as agencies. The interpretation 
which connects John’s declaration, ‘* He shall baptize by the Holy 
Ghost and fire,” with the Pentecostal “tongues as of fire,” is re- 
jected, and properly so. 
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The Importance of this Baptism. 


The importance of the narrative of this baptism in its relations 
to Christian baptism and the usage of faxti¥w can hardly be over- 
estimated. This importance is both intrinsic and incidental. The 
narrative has intrinsic value: 1. Because of its fulness; no other. 
baptism in the New Testament is related with equal detail. The 
time (Pentecost), the place (a house), the persons (a limited class, 
Apostles), to be baptized; the baptizer, more remote its divine 
Author, more immediate its divine Agent; the baptism, its nature 
‘spiritual, its mode ‘coming upon,” in figure as to the Agent, in 
fact as to the symbol ; its emblem “ cloven tongues;” its proof as 
an accomplished fact ‘speaking in other tongues ;” nothing is 
lacking to completeness. 2. Because of its clearness; hereby is 
established the personality of the Holy Ghost as an active AGENT 
in effecting baptism ; the union and the relation in union of Christ 
and the Holy Ghost in the work of baptism; the ** wind” is no 
symbol of baptism and is not present in this baptism; the *‘cloven 
tongues ” are a symbol of this baptism and are present to illus- 
trate its nature; the quantity of a tongue does not enter into its 
power of symbolization; the symbol of a baptism has no other 
relation to baptism than ifs power by its own NATURE to symbolize 
the nature of the BAPTISM; these truths are radical helps in the 
right interpretation of Christian baptism. 3. Because of agree- 
ment induced: (1.) It is agreed in view of this transaction, that 
there may be a baptism in which there is no dipping, or immers- 
ing, or covering, in fact, and into which it cannot allowably be 
introduced, by Catachresis or otherwise; but the use of the word 
must be traced to the result of immersion on a penetrable body 
placed within an element having some definite characteristic which 
it thus imparts to the baptized object, the mode of effecting such 
result disappearing in the secondary usage and giving place, with- 
out limit, to any mode of operation or influence capable of effect- 
ing alike result. (2.) It is farther agreed, that the true expression 
for this baptism is “the subjection of an object to some definite 
influence and the consequent imbuing of it with its virtue,” or the 
equivalent—the penetrating and pervading of any object by any 
power assimilating such object to its own characteristic, as iron 
penetrated and pervaded by fire becomes subject to its character- 
istic heat and is made fire-like. (3.) It is agreed, that this bap- 
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tism was spiritual, the work of the divine Spirit on the human 
spirit, subjecting it to his influence, imbuing it with his own char- 
acteristics, and enduing them with consequent “ power.” (4.) It 
is agreed, that with this spiritual baptism there was a physical 
symbol in which there was no baptism, but its sole office was, by 
ats oun nature, to indicate the nature of the baptism. 

These agreements, consistently carried out, will establish unity 
of interpretation in every baptism of the New Testament. 

The narrative of this baptism has incidental importance: 1. 
Because it is the first baptism under Christianity. For that 
reason it is made resplendent with the glory of the Father who 
gives, with the glory of the Son who pours out, and with the 
glory of the Holy Ghost who executes this baptism. That this 
baptism (as introductory to kindred baptisms running down 
through long ages) might be thoroughly understood, we have its 
full and clear record for our study. 2. Because it throws light on 
Christian baptism. This baptism is not technical Christian bap- 
tism. The baptism of Christ into the covenant fulfilment of all 
righteousness, with water fitly symbolizing its nature, was not 
Christian baptism. The baptism of Christ by the Holy Ghost, 
fitly symbolized by the Dove, enduing his humanity with every 
requisite for the accomplishment of his covenant, was not Chris- 
tian baptism. The baptism of Christ into penal death by a 
broken Law (fitly symbolized by a cup filled with deadly woe) was 
not Christian baptism. But all these baptisms constituted a basis 
on which Christian baptism was to rest, and without which it 
could not exist. The baptism of the Apostles was not Christian 
baptism, but it was a basis divinely laid, on which as Christ’s 
ministers that baptism might be proclaimed, and without which 
they could not have done so. As this was a spiritual baptism, the 
work of the Holy Spirit, so it teaches us that Christian baptism, 
for which it was preparative, must be a spiritual baptism, and the 
work of the Holy Spirit. It farther teaches us, that Christian 
baptism as a spiritual baptism may be accompanied with and 
illustrated as to its nature by a physical symbol. And this is 
true in fact; Christian baptism, the work of the Holy Ghost, has 
its divinely appointed symbol (water), which by dts nature fitly 
illustrates the purifying nature of the work of the Divine Spirit 
in the sinner’s soul, as the ‘“ cloven tongues” with divine perfect- 
ness symbolized the work of that same Spirit in the souls of the 
Apostles. It teaches us that the symbol of Christian baptism is 
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perverted from its divinely appointed office when there is an 
attempt to effect a baptism in it, and that such attempt is stamped 
with the guilty folly of placing a usurping fiction alongside of, or 
rather in the stead of, the baptism by the Holy Ghost. 


ACTSpIaELo. Lo: 


*Exézece 70 IIveipa 76 “Ayiov én’ avtod¢ donep Kal é¢’ nuac év apya. ? Buran 
067 "Iwavenc pév eBantioer bdate, berg J& BaxtioOhoecbe év Ivebuare ‘Ayiy. 

“And as I began to speak, the Holy Ghost fell on them, as on us in the 
beginning. Then remembered I the word of the Lord, how that he said, 
Jobn indeed baptized with water; but ye shall be baptized with the Holy 
Ghost.” 


Christ the Baptizer by the Holy Ghost. 


This baptism belongs to the same class of baptisms as that of 
Pentecost. It has the same divine Author the Lord Jesus Christ, 
the same divine executive Agent the Holy Ghost, it had the same 
outward development speaking with tongues, and their oneness 
is declared by Peter—' the Holy Ghost fell on them, as on us at 
the beginning.” But while these baptisms belong to the same 
class there is between them essential diversity. The baptism at 
Pentecost was a baptism qualifying for the Apostleship; this 
baptism was a baptism qualifying for Christian life, with such 
special endowment as should convince Peter and others, that 
Gentiles were to be received even as Jews into the Christian 
church. No one can imagine for a moment that there was same- 
ness of gifts conferred on Peter and his associates, and on Cor- 
nelius and his associates. Sameness in some respects there un- 
doubtedly was ; but even where there was sameness in kind, there 
was not necessarily or probably sameness of measure. The gift 
of tongues was common to both baptisms; but it does not follow 
that they spake the same languages or the same number of lan- 
guages. The baptism of the Lord Jesus Christ by the Holy Ghost 
belongs to the same class of baptisms with that of the Apostles; 
while in its discriminating character as qualifying him for his 
wondrous mission, it is essentially diverse ; so, the baptism of the 
Apostles by the Holy Ghost belongs to the same class of baptisms 
with that of these Gentiles, while in its discriminating character 
as qualifying them for the Apostleship, it was essentially diverse. 
And by this diversity in sameness of baptism, the theory is again 
everturned. The life of the theory centres, legitimately, in modal 
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action; but this being found at every turn pierced through and 
through by the sharp spearing of facts, retreat is sought in * cov- 
ering,” however induced; but when the covering is not induced 
in any way “however,” what then? ‘ Covering” must be cover- 
ing, as surely as ‘‘ dipping” must be dipping, and when a bap- 
tism is developed in which there is no covering,” then, in that 
moment, the theory dies. But here there is confessedly a bap- 
tism without a “dipping,” and without a ‘‘ covering,” the theory 
then perishes. The theory is too short for the facts to stgetch 
themselves in, and too narrow to wrap themselves in. Baptisms 
are diverse; and at the touch of diversity the theory is shattered 
into fragments. It is in vain to attempt to retrieve this ruin by 
referring to a covering in immersion, and saying that this bap- 
tism is founded on the covering in an immersion. This is not 
true, and to rest in it is only a self deception. It is the same as 
saying that to dye (fdztw second) is founded in the modal act 
to dip (fdxtw first). This is clearly an error. The foundation 
of the secondary meaning is grounded not in the form of the act 
but in the effect resultant upon the dipping of certain objects into 
certain (dyeing) liquids. The modal act is an accident which 
makes no appearance in the secondary meaning. The modal 
act of dipping might be repeated forever and a day into an un- 
colored liquid, and it would never become the foundation for the 
meaning ¢o dye. Precisely so is it with the secondary meaning 
of Baxti{w, which is grounded in the effect produced upon certain 
objects (permeable) mersed in certain fluids (having definite 
qualities). With the covering as.causative of the effect, the sec- 
ondary meaning (thorough change of condition with assimilation) 
has nothing to do, and it never enters into that meaning; but on 
the contrary is expressly repudiated by it, and its very life 
depends upon such repudiation. Now, while the theory is dum- 
founded in the presence of diverse baptisms, all such baptisms 
join in declaring— Our diversity is in unity under a thorough 
change of condition assimilated to the characteristic of the power 
effecting such change of condition.” 


Professor Ripley—Professor Hackett—Baptist Version. 


The views of this baptism presented in the Commentaries of 
Professors Ripley and Hackett, and in the Baptist Bible Version 
of Acts, will now be presented. 


BAPTIST VERSION. 97 

In 10: 45 it is said: ‘On the Gentiles also was poured out: the 
gift of the Holy Ghost.” The relation of ‘ pouring ” to baptism 
is thus presented by Prof. Ripley in his comment on v. 38 of this 
chapter—* ‘God anointed Jesus of Nazareth with the Holy Ghost 
and with power.’ As, in a literal anointing, the oil was poured 
on a person, so the Holy Spirit is said to be poured forth on 
Jesus; that is, it was abundantly bestowed on him, that he might 
perform his holy work... . The term anoint was figuratively 
used, even when there was not a literal anointing, to signify set- 
ting apart and qualifying for a certain office. Jesus was set apart 
as the Messiah, and abundantly qualified for his office by receiving 
the Holy Spirit and power from on high.” On 11:15, ‘ ‘The 
Holy Ghost fell on them, as on us at the beginning.’ The Spirit 
shed forth the extraordinary gifts . .. as at the beginning of the 
Lord’s imparting these extraordinary gifts on the day of Pente- 
- cost, when the promise of the miraculous gifts of the Spirit began 
to be fulfilled.” ANOINTED is here the substitute for baptized. 

The transaction at Ceesarea is identified by Prof. Ripley with 
that at Jerusalem, so far as sameness of baptizer, generic same- 
ness of baptism, and sameness in representation as to the mode 
of accomplishment, *‘ pouring,” are concerned. 

Professor Hackett says, 10: 44, ** ‘The. Holy Ghost (76 Mvedpa 73 
“Ayiov) fell on all them that heaed the word,’ 70 Ivedpa, t. e., the 
author of the gifts mentioned in v. 46. 11:46, ‘I been bent 
the declaration of the Lord, John indeed baptized with waiter, but 
ye shall be baptized with ihe Holy Ghost ;’ 2. e., had it brought to 
mind with a new sense of its meaning ahd application. The 
Saviour had promised to bestow on his disciples a higher baptism 
than that of water, and the result proved that he designed to 
extend the benefit of that promise to the heathen who should 
believe on him, as well as to the Jews.” 

Professor Hackett not only thinks that this was a baptism, but, 
with that of Pentecost, ‘‘a higher baptism ” than with water. 

The translator (anonymous) of the Baptist Version of Acts says 
in a noteon 10: 44, “* The Holy Ghost (10 Mvedpa 70 “Aytov) fell upon 
all’ The Holy Spirit represents not a spirit of God, nor an angel 
of God, but all Divinity, and Divinity, too, in all its grandeur. ... 
We thank God that we can have the full assurance of understand- 
ing that Ihedpa ‘Aytov, like Jesus Christ, is the divinely established 
designation of the Christian’s Advocate and Sanctifier. ... In 
the Christian currency Ivehpa ‘Aytov, 6 Mvedpa td “Aytov, and 70 ‘Ayiov 
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Tlvedpa, are like 6 Insovs, Inoovs Xptstos, and 6 Ingous 6 Xprotos. . . 
That which is ascribed to Ivedya is ascribed to 7d Mvedya, and to 
Ivedpa. ‘Aytov, and to 70 ‘Aytoy Mvedpa, and to make it superlative te 
70 Iveta td ‘Aytov, which caps the climax of grammatical precision 
and of exegetical development; v.47, ‘Who have received the 
Holy Ghost as well as we.’ They had received 7d Ilvedpa 70 “Ayiov, 
that same 76 [veda 70 ‘Aytov of which he had spoken, and they had 
witnessed.” . 

11:15. “*The Holy Ghost fell on them, as on us at the begin- 
ning. ... The interval between the day of Pentecost anw the 
calling of the Gentiles at Ceesarea, is about seven or eight years. 
... This scene in Caesarea and that in Jerusalem are called— 
and they are the only scenes that in Holy Scripture are called— 
the Baptism or immersion of the Holy Spirit. They spoke as 
fluently in foreign tongues as in their vernacular. The display 
was sensible, visible.” 

This translator insists in the strongest terms on the divine 
personality of the Holy Ghost, and that He is the executive Agent 
in effecting this baptism, whence these conclusions follow: 1. The 
preposition in the phrase, ‘‘ He shall baptize you & [vedpare ‘Aytw,” 
should be ‘translated by; 2. The executive Agent in effecting a 
baptism cannot be the quiescent element in which such baptism 
is effected by somebody else. For this double reason, therefore, 
there is no such thing in Scripture as a ‘* Baptism zn the Holy 
Ghost.” The Lord Jesus Christ is—é BarteSwv & Ilvebpate > Ayiw— 
invested measurelessly with, and therefore baptizes by, the Holy 
Ghost. 

SAUL’S BAPTISM. 
Acts 9:17, 18; 22:13-16; 26: 14-18. 

"QO Ktpiocg aréotadké pe, . . . Orc avabréypnc cai wAnobpe Uvetyaroc ‘Ayiov. 

. aveBaepé Te Tapayphua, Kal avactac éBanrticby. 

"Avaotac Bartica Kal ardéAovoa tag dpuaptiag Gov, ETiKaheodpevoc TO bvoya 
tov Kupiov, 

Ele ob¢ viv oe arootéhAw. 


“The Lord hath sent me... that thou mightest receive thy sight and 
be filled with the Holy Ghost. . . . And he received sight forthwith, and 
rising was baptized.” 

“Brother Saul, look up! And the same hour I looked up upon him.... 
Rising baptize thyself and wash away thy sins, calling on the name of the 
Lord.” ; 

“t Delivering thee from the Gentiles unto whom now I send thee.” 
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What was Saul’s baptism? Who was his baptizer ? 


This baptism presents some peculiarities which render its right 
interpretation a matter of special interest while it is attended with 
more than ‘ordinary difficulty. The’conversion of the individual 
baptized separates his case from that of all others. The narra- 
tive of the baptism is given by different persons with difference 
in circumstance and in language; and not only so, but in terms 
differing from those used in any other baptism. The immediate 
call of this individual by the Head of the church while a Perse- 
cutor of himself (through his people) to fill the Apostleship, takes 
him not only out of the ranks of ordinary Christians and ordinary 
gospel agencies, but makes him stand alone among the Apostles, 
These peculiarities extend, I think, to his baptism. Whenever 
God departs from his ordinary ways in providence or in grace, 
there is always a reason for it and instruction to be derived from 
its study. And whenever there is a departure from the accus- 
tomed language of Scripture there is a reason for it, and it should 
not be slurred over but should be made the subject of special 
study, with the assurance that there is “hid treasure”? in it. , 

So far as I am able to understand this baptism it was a baptism 
for the. Apostleship and was substantially the same as that re- 
ceived by the other Apostles at Pentecost, incidentals (growing 
out of the peculiarities of that case) not being introduced. It is 
usually supposed to be an ordinary ritual baptism. Were the 
purpose of this Inquiry no higher than to make points against 
the theory this baptism might be allowed to stand as it is, a thorn 
hedge against all rational progress toward a dipping, but wishing 
to know what is truth, as developed by usage on this subject, I 
will endeavor to examine this case as presented by divine inspi- 
ration and submit it to the judgment of others wiser than myself. 


Was this a case of dipping into Water? 


“TI sce nothing in Paul’s case to prevent his immediate immer- 
sion ” (Carson, p. 357). ‘ Forimmersion he must go to the water ” 
(Campbell, p. 170). To maintain the view that this baptism of 
Saul was a “dipping into water,” there is no claim made for 
any such express statement, nor is It claimed that water is ex- 
pressly mentioned, nor is it claimed that the place (a house) nec- 
essarily implies the presence of water suitable for dipping ; but 
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it is said: 1. The word means to dip; 2. Water essentially be 
longs to ritual Christian baptism; 3. Therefore, although no 
statement is made of a dipping info water, and although no ap- 
pliances for such dipping are suggested by the circumstances, 
still, the water must be supplied by ellipsis and so supplied that 
there may be a dipping into it. 

To this it may be replied: 1. The word does not mean ‘to dip.” 
The shore of the sea is not dipped into the rising tide, but it is 
“baptized” by it. 2. It does not mean to cover momentarily. The 
ships “baptized at the mouth of the Tiber” have been tnder 
cover two thousand years. 3. It does not always require a cover- 
ing. The altar on Carmel was “ baptized ” by water poured upon 
it, yet was not covered. 4. A fluid may be employed in a baptism 
and not be used for dipping into it. Men are “ baptized” by 
wine without being dipped into it. 5. Therefore the use of the 
word in any case of baptism does not necessitate a dipping or a 
covering. 

In reference to the necessary presence of water for ritual bap- 
tism, it may be said; 1. The necessary presence of water in ritual 
Christian baptism is admitted; 2. The presence of water in ritual 
baptism for dipping the person to be baptized into it, is denied ; 
3. There are other baptisms in the New Testament than ritual 
baptisms and in them water is not present; 4. The Apostles were 
baptized without the presence of water; 5. This was the baptism 
of an Apostle; 6. It may have been a baptism like that of the 
other Apostles by the Holy Ghost, without water; 7. A ritual 
baptism must be proved not assumed; and when this is proved, it 
must farther be proved (against philology, and grammar, and 
facts), not assumed, that the water is present in ritual baptism 
for a dipping and not as a symbol. 

On the supposition that this was not ritual baptism the way is 
open for one of two conclusions: 1. Ritual baptism may have been 
received at some after time; 2. One called into the kingdom of 
God, and introduced into the Apostleship ‘‘ not of man nor by 
man” but personally by the Lord Jesus Christ, did not need and 
could not suitably receive a symbol rite from man, but needed only 
(as John the Baptist) to be baptized “‘ by the Holy Ghost.” 


Was Saul now called to be an Apostle ? 


This 1s a radical question in determining the nature of this 
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baptism. If Saul was not now called to the Apostleship then he 
could not receive the baptism of an Apostle; but if he was 
so called then the question arises, Was this a baptism by the Holy 
Ghost to qualify him for his life mission, or was it a rite introduc- 
ing him as a private member into the visible church ? 

The evidence that Saul was already called to the Apostleship 
is of the most explicit and positive character. Luke testifies, 
Acts 9:15, ‘* The Lord said, he is a chosen vessel unto me, to 
bear my name before the Gentiles, and kings, and the children of 
Israel.” Ananias says, Acts 22:14, The God of our fathers 
hath chosen thee, that thou shouldst know his will, and see that 
Just One, and shouldst hear the voice of his mouth. For thou 
shalt be his witness unto all men of what thou hast seen and 
heard.” Paul testifies, Acts 26: 16,17, ‘‘I have appeared unto 
thee for this purpose, to make thee a minister and a witness both 
of these things which thou hast seen, and of those things in the 
which I will appear unto thee; delivering thee from the people, 
and from the Geutiles, unto whom now I send thee (arvaréihw)” 
= make thee an Aposile. 

This point is then settled beyond question—Saul was now called 
by the Lord Jesus Christ to the Apostleship. 


Was this baptism by the Holy Ghost to qualify for the 
Apostleship ? 


The way is now fairly open for the question, Did Saul now re- 
ceive the ordinary ritual baptism of Christianity or the extraor- 
dinary and real baptism by the Holy Ghost already received by 
his fellow Apostles? Those who think that they can find the 
materials for a dipping into water in this narrative will bring 
forth their hidden treasures; as I see none I will pass on to ad- 
duce the evidence for that “higher baptism” which Professor 
Hackett says had been promised to the Apostles. 

In the prosecution of this purpose let us inquire for what ob- 
ject Ananias was sent to Saul. This information is given us by 
Ananias himself in 9:17, ** Brother Saul, the Lord, even Jesus, 
that appeared unto thee in the way as thou camest, hath sents-me, 
that thou mightest receive thy sight, and be filled with the Holy 
Ghost.” The mission of Ananias, then, was definite and limited. It 
embraced two specific results, the one physical, the other spiritual; 
], the restoration of sight; 2, the being filled with the Holy Ghost. 
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These questions now arise: Did Ananias go on his mission? Do 
we know the results of his mission? Both these questions are 
expressly answered by the Scriptures in v. 17, ** Ananias went his 
way, and entered into the house, and putting his hands on him... 
immediately there fell from his eyes as it had been scales: and he 
received sight forthwith and rising was baplized.” Here are two 
results declared to be consequent on the mission of Ananias: 1. 
Saul received his sight; 2. Saul was baptized. Are these two 
things those same two things for which Ananias was sent? "Phere 
can be no doubt as to the first, for it is stated in precisely the 
same terms; but how is it as to the second, which is not stated in 
the same terms? Why, clearly, if this baptism which Saul re- 
ceived was a dipping into water, then it was not being “ filled 
with the Holy Ghost ;” and if it was not being “ filled with the 
Holy Ghost,” then a second thing which did not enter into the 
mission of this messenger was done by him, and that second 
thing which did enter into his mission was left undone. 

But do the Scriptures say that this baptism was a ritual bap- 
tism? Do they intimate that there was water adequate for a dip- 
ping? Do they say that there was a particle of water touched by 
Saul or Ananias, or was present in the room or house? They do 
not. But the theory says, “I do not care; I will find a bath in 
the room, or I will take him out of the house to some Arbana or 
Pharpar, and dip him there.” This compelled addition to the 
Scripture narrative reminds us of the fact (almost without excep- 
tion), that the theory is unable to interpret baptisms in the Scrip- 
tures or out of the Scriptures without addition, or omission, or 
self-contradiction, or appeal to most irrational figure. Dr. Carson 
sees no difficulty in the way to Saul’s being dipped instanter in 
his chamber. Why not add, that the bath was provided by miracle 
as the sight was miraculously restored? The President of Beth- 
any College sees as little difficulty in “ going to the water” in 
some river of Damascus, better than all the waters of Judea. Why 
not keep on to the Jordan? Such absolute additions to the word 
of God are without justification from a solitary word of Scripture 
saying that “dipping” entered into baptism, or a solitary fact 
showing that a man or woman was ever put under water in bap- 
tism. But if Saul was not “dipped into water”? when he was 
“baptized,” what was the baptism which he received, and why is 
it stated, that he “saw and was baptized,” and not that he “‘ saw 
and was filled with the Holy Ghost”? I answer: the baptism which 
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this newly called Apostle received was the same baptism which 
his fellow Apostles had already received according to the promise 
of that Lord who had now called Saul, when he said, ‘ Ye’ shall 
be baptized by the Holy Ghost.” “The accompaniments of the 
original baptism (sound as of wind, tongues as of fire) were inci- 
dentals attendant upon the baptism, and not essentials entering 
into its execution. Saul (= Paul) in after life is found * endued 
with power ” for all entering into the Apostolic office, ‘* speaking 
with tongues more than they all,” which power he received now, 
or we are never told by Scripture when he did receive it. It is 
said that he ‘“‘saw and was baptized,” aud not that he ‘* saw and 
was filled with the Holy Ghost,” simply because the two phrases 
have the same identical value. To be “filled with the Holy 
Ghost” and to be ‘ baptized by the Holy Ghost” squarely cover 
the same idea, namely, to be thoroughly under the in fluence of the 
Holy Ghost. If any one should object to the addition ‘* baptized ” 
by the Holy Ghost, the justifying answer is this: ‘ baptized” al- 
ways requires some ellipsis in the New Testament; that ellipsis 
(so far as agency is concerned) may be & #dare (symbol) or ev 
IIvebpare ‘Aytw (efficient); because baptism by the Holy Ghost is 
just as surely established as baptism by water. This is a general’ 
justification for the right (under ellipsis) in any absolute use of 
faxrifw, to present the claim of év Ileipate ‘Ayiw for recognition. 
The special justification in this case is: 1. The Lord Jesus Christ 
promised that the Apostles should be baptized é Mvebyare ‘Aytw 
and not éy Sdatt, and this was the baptism of an Apostle. 2.. The 
Apostles when baptized by the Holy Ghost are said to be ‘ full 
of the Holy Ghost.” The phrases are used interchangeably and as 
of equal value, as shown by Acts 1:5; 2:4. 3. Saul was to be 
“filled with the Holy Ghost” by promise, and in the fulfilment 
he is said to be *‘ baptized ”—with the Holy Ghost, of necessity; 
(1) because the right to such ellipsis (as possible) has been estab- 
lished, (2) because the exigencies of the passage demand it, (3) 
because the introduction of a dipping into water sets at naught 
the promise, and introduces an element wholly foreign to ‘the 
specialty of the case. The promise to the band of the Apostles 
was that they should be “ baptized by the Holy Ghost ;” the fulfil- 
ment of this promise is not verbally recorded as a baptism, but 
as being “ filled with the Holy Ghost ;” while reversely in the case 
of this last of the Apostles, the promise was that he should be 
“‘ filled with the Holy Ghost,” and the fulfilment of the promise is 
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described as a “baptism.” 4. The Apostles were to ‘* receive 
(diapy) power after the Holy Ghost came upon them.” Saul after 
his baptism, like Peter, ‘‘straightway preached Christ” and ‘he 
was clothed with power (2vsduvapyodro).”” How the double promise 
could be more clearly declared to have had its precise double ac- 
complishment I cannot well imagine. Everything entering into 
the specialty of the case makes imperative demand for a baptism 
by the Holy Ghost, and just as imperatively rejects a baptism by 
dipping into water. “ 


"AvéBhedé te napaypipa xar avactas tBantialn. 


The Cod. Sin., the Syriac, the Vulgate, and other versions omit 
napaypipa. The particles te . . . zai show a unity of relation in 
the statements with which they are connected. While ‘he received 
sight ” is accessory and adjunctive (re) to “ there fell from his eyes 
as it had been scales,” the whole statement ‘there fell from his 
eyes as it had been scales and he received.his sight ” is dependent 
on the statement “ putting his hands on him;” and no less the 
conjunctive (zat) statement, “rising he was baptized,” is dependent 
on the same fact, to wit, ‘the putting his hands on him.” If 
we omit the intervening words explaining the design of the act, 
namely, that through it the Lord was to give sight and to fill with 
the Holy Ghost, and bring together the act and its results, it 
would read thus: “‘ Putting his hands on him, immediately, scales, 
as it were, fell from his eyes and he saw, also” (in addition to 
this and associated with the same fact) ‘rising he was baptized,” 
being filled with the Holy Ghost. The relation between dvaotas 
and éfeztiody is not that of an antecedent act after the doing of 
which some consequent act is done, but the thought in the parti- 
ciple is intimately and coincidently related to the thought in the 
verb. If dvastds expresses the physical act of “rising,” it does 
not imply that subsequently to this act another act disconnected 
with it, to wit, a dipping into water, took place, but that the bap- 
tism was coincident with the rising; in other words Saul rose up 
a baptized man, thoroughly changed in condition by the Holy 
Ghost. Ifthis participle denotes, as Professor J. Addison Alex- 
ander (in loc.) seems to suppose, a mental and moral rousing 
“from his previous prostration and inaction” rather than a physi- 
cal rising, the coincidence is the same. If the participle be sup- 
posed to have an adverbial force, as stated by Winer (p. 608) of 
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Luke 15: 18, * dvactas TOPEVGOPAl, T will forthwith go,” and we 
translate “‘he was forthwith baptized”? by the Holy Ghost, the 
same intimacy of relation is preserved, and the sight and the bap- 
tism are alike dependent on “the putting on of hands,” and ‘im- 
mediately ” consequent upon that act. In other words as Saul 
was commissioned (Acts 26:18) ‘to open the eyes of the Gen- 
tiles, and to turn them from darkness to light,” so now his own 
eyes (both of the body and of the soul) were opened to the light 
of the sun and to the knowledge of God. 


2 


Alexander Campbell, President of Bethany College. 


‘The view of this phrase as given by Alexander Campbell is as 
follows: “In Luke’s writings alone we have this idiom eight 
times. Anastas, with an imperative immediately following, and 
without a conjunction or a comma, is found in Luke 17:19; 
92:46; Acts 9:11; 10:13,20; 11:7; 22:10, 16. In every in- 
stance it indicates a command from the Lord in person, or from a 
supernatural agent acting for him. Nothing expressed by the term 
rise different from the action to be performed. In no instance 
does the precept arise terminate the action. It never means two 
actions in any one case. It is not arise and be baptized. It is an 
idiom of expressing one immediate action. The idiom always 
changes when an action different from rising up is intended. 
Another imperative form, with a copulative of some kind, inti- 
mates two actions, as in Acts 8:26; 9:6, 34; 26:16. In all 
these it is anasteelhi, followed by a copulative, rise and stand upon 
thy feet, rise and go into the city, etc. . . . But in this case, resing 
is no more than an adjunct. It is not a distinct precept; there- 
fore it is never rendered stand up. Almost every orator uses the 
term Rise when an erect position, or a mere change of position, is 
never thought of: Rise, citizens! rise, sinners! and let us do our 
duty. In this common sense import of the term did Ananias ad- 
dress Saul.” 

This view strongly sustains the interpretation suggested. 


-Avastas Bdxticat zat axdlovca tas dpaptias cov, entxakeadyevos TO 
dvona tod Kupivv.—Acts 22:16. 
Acts 22: 19-16 differs from that passage now examined as being 


more full in statement, and with material variety in phraseology. 
This applies with special force to the statement of the baptism as 
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given in the two passages. In the first it is condensed in the two 
words dvastas éfarticdy; in the second it is enlarged into aacras 
Barricat xat axdhovoot tas dpaptiac cov, éxtizaksodpsvos TO Ovopa TO 
Kopiov, The specially new element in the second account is the 
connection of the baptism with the personal action of Saal; there 
is nothing in the first account to forbid such an element, but Le 
does not there make any appearance. It is possible that it may 
be involved in the undeveloped dvactas, while in the second account 
the enlargement, by stating what Saul did, is but explicatory of 
the dvacras by which the calkupon him is made. The ‘baptism in 
both cases is spiritual. The unification of the narratives is, in 
general, to be found in the fact that the first states the baptism 
as a thing accomplished, and the other states the means for such 
accomplishment. A combination of the two gives the following: 
“Rising baptize thyself, and wash away thy sins calling on the 
name of the Lord; and he was baptized.” It will be observed 
that the force of the middle voice is retained in this translation. 
A discriminating use of words in Scripture has always a reason 
for it, and our business is not to change the statement to make it 
accord with some other statement, but to accept it, and seek for 
the reason of it. This is the only passage where fazrilw is so 
used in the middle voice. There must be a reason for it. The 
whole transaction is unique. The baptism is entirely removed 
from ordinary baptisms. There is nothing in the teaching of 
Scripture, or in its free and frequent use of language, to prevent a 
call being made on Saul to ‘‘ baptize himself and to wash away his 
sins by prayer.” This duty laid upon him toward himself rests 
on precisely the same basis as that duty toward the Gentiles now 
imposed upon him, ** To open their eyes, to turn them from dark- 
ness to light, and from the power of Satan unto God to the re- 
ceiving of the forgiveness of sins” (Acts 26:18). Now Saul 
might have said (as Paul did say) ‘Who is sufficient for these 
things?” I cannot give the Gentiles spiritual sight; I cannot 
turn their hearts from error to truth; I cannot break the bonds 
which bind them to Satan and make them subject to the living 
God. And yet these great duties were made imperative upon 
him, and he fulfilled them by preaching a crucified Redeemer. 
Just so, Saul could not “ baptize himself,” and could not “ wash 
away his sins,” and yet could do both by ‘calling on the name 
of the Lord.” And he did so. He was baptized by the Holy 
Ghost, and his sins were washed away in answer to prayer in the 
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name of the Lord, who is the Lamb of God that taketh away the 
sins of the world and baptizes by the Holy Ghost. While it is 
contrary to all Scripture that Saul should ritually baptize himself, 
and just as contrary that ritual baptism should wash away sins, 
it is in the most absolute harmony with all Scripture that the 
Holy Ghost should be given, and sins should be pardoned in 
answer to prayer. 


Structure of the Sentence. 


The sentence ‘* Baptize thyself and wash away thy sins, calling 
on the name of the Lord,” is a compound sentence, in which the 
successive clauses develop and expound the preceding. The first 
clause is developed and expounded as to its character and effect 
by the second, from which we learn that the baptism is spiritual 
in its nature, and possessed of the power to take away sin; the 
third clause is expository of the means by which this baptism is 
secured, and the ground of its efficiency, namely, by means of 
prayer and through the Lord Jesus Christ. 

The translation of this passage from the Syriac by Dr. Murdoch 
is as follows: ** Arise, be baptized and be cleansed from thy sins 
while thou invokest his name.” Here the baptism and the cleansing 
from sin are to be secured by prayer, and ‘ while” the prayer is 
being made. 

This baptism is the same as that preached by John the Baptist, 
who makes * baptism into the remission of sins” the result of 
‘repentance,”. and therefore the work of the Holy Ghost. It is 
the same baptism as that preached by Peter, ‘‘ Repent and be 
baptized into the remission of sins (believing) upon (ézt) the name 
of Jesus Christ,” where repentance is presented as the means, 
and the Lord Jesus Christ declared to be the ground cause of the 
remission of sins. The entire harmony of these statements with 
that of Ananias, “ Baptize thyself and wash away thy sins calling 
on (én) the name of the Lord,” is obvious. 


Harmony with other commands of Scripture. 


Isaiah 1: 16-18, ‘Wash you, make you clean,...-. Though 
your sins be as scarlet, they shall be as white as snow; though 
they be red like crimson, they shall be white as wool.” 

The parallelism is complete as to the call personally to ‘‘ wash 
themselves” spiritually, and to “cleanse themselves” from moral 
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pollution: while the transformation of scarlet and crimson guilt 
into snowy purity is still to come from God. Again, Ezekiel 18: 
30, 31, ‘Repent and turn yourselves from all your transgressions, 
so iniquity shall not be your ruin..... Make you a new heart 
and a new spirit, for why will ye die?” Can sinners “repent ” 
and “turn themselves” from sin, and make themselves a ‘‘ new 
heart and a new spirit” any more than David, who declared it to 
be God’s work to ‘create in him a clean heart, and to renew in 
him a right spirit”? 1 Peter 1:22, ** Ye have purified your souls, 
by obeying the truth, through the Spirit.” Here is a declaration 
of self-soul purification; but it is by the trath” and “ through 
the Spirit.” And again prayer is the specified medium, as in 
Acts 2:21, “And it shall come to pass that whosoever shall call 
on the name of the Lord shall be saved.” Salvation involves the 
washing away of sin and the baptism of the soul by the Holy 
Ghost, and this is secured by prayer. What, then, can be more 
fully harmonious with the analogy of Scripture than a call upon 
Saul to baptize himself and wash away his sins by calling on the 
name of the Lord (whose name is JEsus, because he takes away 
the sins of his people), and who is their ‘* Baptizer by the Holy 
Ghost.” 


As a kitual Baptism no just and safe exposition. 


Doctor Carson (p. 212) says on this passage: ‘‘ Here we see 
baptism figuratively washes away sins, and supposes that they 
are truly washed away.” The passage says nothing of ‘“figura- 
tive” washing away sin by water. Such addition to Scripture 
radically changes its character. The removal of sin is real and 
by prayer. Prof. Hackett (in loc.) says: “This is the only in- 
stance in which this verb occurs in the middle voice, with refer- 
ence to Christian baptism. And wash away thy sins. This clause 
states a result of the baptism in language derived from the nature 
of that ordinance. It answers to efz dyeow dyapttay in 2:38, 4. En; 
submit to the rite in order to be forgiven. In both passages 
baptism is represented as having this importance or efficacy, 
because it is the sign of the repentance and faith which are the 
conditions of salvation. Calling upon the name of the Lord. 
This supplies essentially the place of ét c@ évépare *Iyaod Xpratod 
in 2:38.” , 

Professor Hackett is probably as far removed as any one from 
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attaching an unscriptural efficacy to ritual baptism ; but some of 
this language can only be explained by being explained away. 
If ‘the washing away of sin” is language which states the result 
of ritual baptism derived from its nature, what language will 
state the effect of baptism by the Holy Ghost derived from its 
nature? If men are to be told “to submit to THE RITE in order 
to be forgiven,” in what terms shall they be told to submit to 
Curist in order to be forgiven? 

The interpretation is just as applied to baptism i the Holy 
Ghost and remission of sins through Christ; but when applied to 
ritual baptism it shows, that the wisest and the best are com pelled 
to use language which proves that their feet ‘tread on slippery 
places.” 

Alexander Campbell of Bethany (On Baptism, pp. 246-259), 
says: ‘“*The design of baptism is the transcendent question in 
this discussion. John proclaimed ‘the baptism of repentance for 
the remission of sins.’ Were it not for an imaginary incongruity 
between the means and the end, or the thing done and the alleged 
purpose or result, no one could, for a moment, doubt that the de- 
sign of baptism was ‘for the remission of sins.’ It is the only 
purpose for which it was ordained, whether in the hands of John 
or of the twelve Apostles. The death of the Messiah was not 
more certainly ‘for the remission of sins, so far as the expression 
goes, than was the baptism of John. It does not, however, 
follow that they are in the same sense‘ for the remission of sins.’ 
Baptism is ordained for the remission of sins, not as a procuring, 
_ or meritorious, or efficient cause, but as an instrumental cause, 
in which faith and repentance are developed and made fruitful 
and effectual in the changing of our state and spiritual relations 
to the Divine Persons whose names are put upon us in the very 
act. ‘ He that believeth and is baptized shall be saved.’ 'To asso- 
ciate faith and baptism as antecedents, whose consequent is sal- 
vation, will always impart to the institution a pre-eminence above 
all other religious institutions inthe world. ‘ Arise, brother Saul, 
and be baptized, and wash away thy sins, invoking the name of 
the Lord.’ A most unguarded and unjustifiable form of address, 
under the sanction of a divine mission, if baptism had not for its 
design the formal and definile remission of sins.” 

President Campbell and Professor Hackett do not differ mate- 
rially in the language which they employ in the first piace to 
characterize ritual baptism; but in the after-interpretation of 
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that language they do differ. When Professor Hackett says: 
“ Wash away thy sins” is “a result of ritual baptism,” and is _ 
“language grounded in the nature of that ordinance,” and that 
men are called upon to “submit to the rite in order to be forgiven,” 
he says of the “result,” and “nature,” and the ‘in order to,” 
of the ordinance just what Campbell (initially) says. In the in- 
terpretation of his language the Professor teaches that this re- 
markable language is not applied to ritual baptism on its essen- 
tial merits, but *‘ because it is the sign of the repentance and faith 
which are the conditions of salvation.” This interpretatton is 
not obvious in the language. And Campbell denies that it is 
there at all. He affirms that the rite is not a “sign ” but a cause ; 
not illustrative of ‘‘ repentance and faith as the conditions of sal- 
vation.” but is itself a condition, side by side with them. We cor- 
dially accept the doctrine reached by the Professor but must as 
absolutely reject the terms used to characterize the rite; and we 
accept the interpretation of the President as justified by the terms 
used to characterize the rite, while we reject those terms and the 
doctrine deduced from them. 

Alexander Campbell was originally a Presbyterian minister 
but through an error as to the position occupied by water in ritual 
baptism his feet slipped, and he became a Baptist. Accepting 
the language which he there found taken from the baptism by the 
Holy Ghost and by a sad error misapplied to baptism by water, 
and viving to it an obvious logical interpretation, his feet further 
slipped, and he became the head of a body to whom he taught 
that ritual baptism was a ‘‘cause” of the forgiveness of sins, 
and a ‘“‘condition ” of salvation. The feet of his followers being 
thus placed in positions so slippery, it would have been not merely 
marvellous but miraculous if the many had not slipped farther 
down into the abandonment of limiting definitions (sometimes 
given by their leader), and taken them at their full, popular value. 

It is without Scripture justification to say, “the washing away 
of sin is a result of ritual baptism.” Water neither washes away 
sin, nor symbolizes the washing. The blood of Christ washes 
away sin, and ‘“‘the result” is purity. This accomplished result 
(soul purification) is symbolized by pure water. 

It is WitHouT ScRIPTURE JUSTIFICATION to say, “the washing 
away of sin is language derived from the nature of ritual bap- 
tism.” This language is derived from the cleansing power of the 
blood of atonement. The use of water in ritual baptism is derived 
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from the same source. The languagé is not grounded in the 
ritual shadow, but in the actual blood of the Cross. ‘These are 
they which have washed their robes and made them white in the 
BLOOD OF THE LAMB” (Rev. 7: 14). 

It is WITHOUT ScRIPTURE JUSTIFICATION to say, that men are 
called upon “to submit to the rite in order to be forgiven.” 
There is no semblance of any such Janguage in Scripture applied 
to ritual baptism. It is solely due to a confounding of ritual 
with real baptism. 

Doctor Pusey (Scriptural Views of Holy Baptism, p.: 174) 
says: ‘It is commonly thought that St. Paul, having been mirac- 
ulously converted, was regenerated, justified by faith, pardoned, 
had received the Holy Ghost, before he was baptized. Not so, 
however, Holy Scripture, if we consider it attentively: before his 
baptism he appears neither to have been pardoned, regenerated, 
justified, nor enlightened. ... What took place during those 
three days and nights we are not told beyond a general intima- 
tion. ... But as yet neither were his sins forgiven, nor bad he 
yet received the Holy Ghost; much less then was he born again 
of the Spirit, before it was conveyed to him through his Saviour’s 
Sacrament. Ananias says, ‘Arise and be baptized and wash 
away thy sins.’ This was done; [le arose and was baptized. 
By baptism he -was filled with the Holy Ghost.” 

There is no material difference among these three interpreters 
as to the first step in the interpretation of this Scripture. With 
each of them the baptism is a “ritual” baptism ; the “ result ” of 
the baptism is the washing away of sin; the purpose of the bap- 
tism is ‘¢in order to be forgiven.” From this common basis Pro- 
fessor Hackett deduces a “sion;” President Campbell deduces 
an ‘instrumental cause;” and Dr. Pusey deduces an efficient 
sacrament through which is obtained ‘*the Holy Ghost, the forgive 
ness of sin, the regeneration of the soul, and justification.” 

That the logic of this last interpreter is less sound than that of 
those others who stand with him on the same accepted premises, 
does not clearly appear. The value of the logic, however, is nota 
primary concern with us, but the value of the premises. These we 
reject with a peremptory denial, affirming that they are grounded 
in a fiction ; no ritual baptism having an existence in the case. 

We may, however, learn from these variant interpretations this 
instructive lesson: In1TIAL error is the radiant centre of many 
errors. 


‘ 
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sa! 
Irenxus— Chrysostom. 


it has been shown from the Scriptures that the phrases “to be 
baptized by the Holy Ghost” and “to be jilled with the Holy 
Ghost” are used by them as equivalent expressions. The form 
of thought as expressed in primary use is not the same; but the 
secondary or metaphorical use (indicative of effect and not of 
form) has an equal value. This is recognized by Ireneus, who, in 
speaking of this transaction, substitutes Parrio0jvae for * filled 
with the Holy Ghost” in the announcement of his missién as 
made by Ananias. This is his language (902): ‘* Paul after the 
Lord sent Ananias to him (zat avafiédat xai Baxtia0jvat) both to 
receive his sight and to be baptized.” The language of Ananias 
is—‘ that thou mightest receive thy sight and be filled with the 
Holy Ghost,” for this last statement Irenzeus substitutes the equiv- 
alent phrase—‘ be baptized” (with the Holy Ghost), the single 
word representing the entire phrase. 

Chrysostom very pointedly indicates the distinction between 
baptism “into the name of Christ,” and “ baptism by calling 
upon the name of Christ: ” ‘* Hom. 47, ‘ Rising baptize thyself and 
wash away thy sins calling upon his name.’ Here a great truth 
was uttered; for he did not say, ‘ Baptize thyself into his name ;’ 
but ‘calling upon the name of Christ;’ this shows that he was 
God.” ‘ Baptize thyself into the name of Christ” indicates the 
nature of the baptism by the ideal element (¢nto the NAME OF 
CuristT) to which the soul is made subject, and by which it is 
imbued with its sin-remitting power; while ‘baptize thyself 
CALLING UPON the name of Christ” indicates the means by which 
the baptism is attained, namely, by invoking divine power. 

This baptism (by its general unity and discriminating differ- 
ences as compared with the Pentecost baptism) enforces the con- 
clusion, that it is effected by a wise and discriminating divine 
Person, and not “in divine essence,” or “in abstract spirit,” or 
‘‘in the Holy Ghost” (as a receptive medium), which would 
necessitate one uniform result under all circumstances. 
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BAPTISM AT SAMARIA. 


Acts 8:15, 16. 
Oireves kata@dvteg mpoonbEavto mepl abtdv, brug AdBwor Ivetpa ‘Aylor. 
Oirw yap qv éw’ oddevt ait éxementuxdc, udvov dé BeBartiopévo. «so » 
“Who (Peter and John) when they were come down prayed for them, 


that they might receive the Holy Ghost. For as yet he was fallen upon 
none of them, only they were baptized into the name of the Lord Jesus.”’ 


Baptism by the Holy Ghost. 


1. This is properly designated a baptism: (1.) Because it is 
inferable from the statement ‘they were only baptized into the 
name of the Lord Jesus,” and had not been yet baptized by the 
Holy Ghost enduing them with miraculous gifts. The one bap- 
tism “only” having been received the other was sought for them. 
(2.) Because the same term (éz:zeztwxdz) is here used as is used, 
Acts 8: 44, 2rézece, in describing the like baptism at Czsarea. 
(3.) Because ‘‘ the receiving (v. 17) the Holy Ghost” of necessity 
effects a baptism—*“ subjecting to his influence and imbuing with 
his virtue.” 

"9. This Ihetpa ‘Ayfov (v.15) for which prayer was made was the 
personal Divine Spirit. This is certain because (v. 18) in answer 
to their prayer 76 Ivevya td “Aytov was given. 

3. The means to secure this baptism was the same (v. 15) as 
shat used by Saul—prayer. 

4, Prayer was accompanied by the symbol laying on of hands, 
Vek. 

5. The gift and consequent baptism by the Holy Ghost was 
accompanied by sensible evidence—‘* When Simon saw that 
through the laying on of hands the Holy Ghost was given.” If 
the baptism had been simply spiritual, without sensible evidence, 
Simon must have been ignorant of its bestowal. 

If objection should he made to this as a baptism because it is 
not verbally so designated, the insufficiency of the objection is 
shown: 1. By the fact, that the word has been already used on 
other like occasions. 2. By the fact, that neither the word nor 
any correspondent word is used in the narrative of the Red Sea 
passage, and yet Paul declares there was ‘a baptism of Israel 
into Moses” through the influence exerted by the double miracle 
wrought on that occasion, namely, ‘the division of the sea,” 
and the illumination ‘“ by the cloud.” 
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BAPTISM AT EPHESUS. 


- Acts 19: 6. 


Kal éribévtoe abtoic rod Mabdov rac yeipac, 7Abe 7o Ivetpa 1d ‘Ayios 
én’ avtovc, éAdAovy Te yAdooarc Kal TpoedtTevor. 
“And when Paul had laid his hands upon them, the Holy Ghost came on 


them, and they both spake with tongues and prophesied.” 
“ 


Speaking with Tongues and Prophesying. 


1. When Paul had laid his hands on them. It is not stated 
that he prayed, but doubtless he did as is stated in Acts 8:15, 
and Acts 22:16, in the case of his own baptism. 

2. The Holy Ghost came upon them. This td Ivedpa td “Aytov 
was undoubtedly the personal Divine Spirit. It is the fullest and 
most precise form by which such announcement could be made. 

3. They spake both with tongues and prophesied. (\.) The 
thorough change in their spiritual condition hereby announced 
is absolute proof of the propriety of designating such change as 
a baptism; (2.) The power to speak with tongues is neither an 
exclusive evidence nor necessary in order to evidence a baptism 
by the Holy..Ghost. The twelve baptized at Pentecost spake 
with tongues; these twelve baptized at Ephesus, also, spake with 
tongues, and in addition “prophesied.” Saul, baptized at Da- 
mascus, neither spake with tongues nor prophesied (at the time, 
though “‘endued with power” so to do when necessary); the 
scales falling from his eyes was a sensible token of the Spirit of 
God resting upon him. (38.) The double result of the Holy Ghost 
coming upon these twelve is stated in a manner (2Addouy te yAdooats 
xat mpoegytevov) so similar in form with the result of the Holy Ghost 
coming upon Saul (aéfPhede te xat 2faxtioby), as to give renewed 
proof that this restored sight and spiritual baptism was also a 
double result of the work of the Holy Ghost. 

4, The introduction of this new element of ** prophesying ” is 
fresh evidence that baptism is by a Divine Person who wisely, as 
sovereignly, discriminates in his gifts. And if this be so, then 
the representation that & Ivebpace “Ayiw is a quiescent, receptive 
element is not true. 

That the laying on of the hand upon the head was believed to 
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be adequate to effect a baptism is a matter susceptible of unques- 
tionable proof. It was the common faith of the Patrists that they 
could baptize with the Holy Ghost by the laying on of hands. In 
Cyprian (1061) Successus ab Abbir says: “If heretics cannot 
baptize, they cannot give the Holy Ghost; but if they cannot 
give the Holy Ghost, because they have not the Holy Ghost, 
neither can they spiritually baptize.” This spiritual baptism was 
effected by laying the hand upon the head and prayer. In con- 
nection with a discussion, respecting the baptism of heretics, by 
the Council of Carthage, the following judgments are expressed: 
Cyprian, 1122. Januarius a Lambese, “‘I judge that all heretics 
must be baptized (paenitentize manu) by the hand of repentance ;” 
Secundinus a Cedias, “ They who fly to the Church must be bap- 
tized by repentance” (through the laying on of hands); Janua- 
rius a Vico Cesaris, ‘* Those whom the Church has not baptized 
(per peenitentiam baptizemus) we must baptize by repentance ;” 
Felix, ‘‘ Purged by the sanctification (lavacri pzenitentia) of the 
washing of repentance ;” Adelphius, “‘ Since the Church may not 
rebaptize heretics, but (per manum baptizet) may baptize by the 
hand ;” Marcus a Mactari, ‘“‘ Since we have decreed that heretics 
(per manus impositionem) must be baptized by imposition of the 
hand;” Aurelius ab Utica, “I think that they should be baptized 
(in manu) by the hand of repentance, that they may receive the 
remission of sins ;”’ Lucianus, “I think that heretics should be 
baptized by imposition of the hand;” Felix, “That they may 
receive, where it is lawful, the grace of baptism by imposition of 
the hand.” 

So John of Damascus (T. 261) says: ‘John was baptized 
(2fantic0y) by putting his hand upon the divine head of his 
Master.” And in the Acte Sancti Thome it is said: ‘And put- 
ting his hand upon her head he sealed her into the name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost. And many others 
were sealed with her. But the Apostle ordered his deacon to 
spread a table” for the administration of the Lord’s Supper, as 
was common after baptism. The editor remarks, “ Sealing” was 
‘a most ancient and most frequent, designation of baptism.” 
Firmilian says, ‘‘Paul baptized again with spiritual baptism 
(baptizavit denuo spiritali Baptismo) those who had been bap- | 
tized by John, and put his hand upon them that they might re- 
ceive the Holy Ghost.” 

In the third volume of Tertullian (1195), Anonymt Liber, it 
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is said: ‘“‘All the disciples having been baptized by water, were 
baptized again, after the resurrection, by the Holy Spirit; and 
others also may be baptized again ‘ with Spiritual baptism, that 
is, by the imposition of hands and conferring the Holy Ghost pe 
(Baptismate spiritale, id est manus impositione episcopi. et Spiritus 
Sancti subministratione’”’). Also, 1162, ‘* The blessed apostle Paul 
baptized again with spiritual baptism those who had been baptized 
by John before the Holy Spirit had been sent by the Lord (bap- 
tizavit denuo spiritali Baptismo), and so laid his hand upon cee 
that they might receive the Holy Spirit. es 

These quotations place beyond question the belief in ‘a bap- 
tism (per manum, in manu, manu) by the hand.” They did un- 
questionably believe that baptisms of the Holy Ghost, giving 
“repentance” and ‘‘remission of sin,” were effected by the lay- 
ing of the hand upon the head. They did, undoubtedly, believe 
that baptisms were effected by the laying on of the hands of 
Ananias, of Peter, of John, and of Paul. They saw nothing in 
the nature of a baptism inconsistent with its being effected by 
the touch of the hand. Their practice was grounded in this 
Scripture practice. Whether their interpretation of these Scrip- 
ture facts as to their purport was right, or whether their perpetu- 
ation-of such practice was just, are not questions now to be 
examined; what concerns us now is this;,—men who had every 
opportunity to know the essential character of a baptism did 
claim to baptize (manu, in manu, per manum) by the hand laid 
upon the head; and farther claimed that the baptism so effected 
was (baptizare spiriialiter) a spiritual baptism. We may, then, 
stand unhesitatingly on this foundation and affirm, that there is 
no objection which can lie against the interpretation of the laying 
on of hands with prayer, by the Apostles, as effecting baptisms 
by the gift of the Holy Ghost. And these baptisms were real 
baptisms, and not a meaningless use of words. They effected a 
thorough change in the condition of the recipient. In these bap- 
tisms by the hand, the hand occupies the same grammatical posi- 
tion and logical relation to the baptism effected as does the water 
in the ritual baptism of Christianity, namely, of agency; in the 
case of water a symbol agency; in the case of “the hand” just 
what character of agency (symbol or efficient, it makes no matter 
to the argument) it may please the Patrists to attribute to it. 
Hence it follows, that if it be a grammatical or logical absurdity 
to regard ‘‘the hand” as the receptive element within which the 
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baptism takes place, it is just as absurd grammatically and logic- 
ally (the nature of the hand or the water is not concerned in the 
argument) to make water the receptive element within which the 
baptism takes place. These baptisms by touching with the hand 
are entirely parallel, in principle, with the Classic baptisms effected 
by drinking a cup of wine, eating indigestible food, hearing be- 
wildering questions. How much of dipping, immersing, covering 
there is in them, ‘‘a child can understand.” 

In view of such usage and such facts, may it not be well to 
reconsider the order which sends ‘‘ the angel Gabriel to school,” 
because he demurs at the dictum— faxrif~w means dip, and noth- 
ing but dip, through all Greek literature.” 


BAPTISM 2 Ilvedpate “Aytw AT CORINTH. 


SPECIAL GIFTS. 


1 Cor. 12:18. 


Kat yap év évi Uvebpare tueic mavreg cic Ev oGpa éBanticbnuev, 


“ Por by one Spirit are we all baptized into one body.” 


Other Readings. 


No other readings of this passage are met with except such as 
are found among some of the Patristic writers. Basil (IV, 117) 
quotes the text thus: Ildytes yap ev &e o@pate els &y Ilvenpa ¢Bartia- 
@npev. Whether the change in the phraseology was designed or 
not we cannot tell; but this is certain, the course of Basil’s argu- 
ment required a baptism into the Holy Ghost, and he got it in 
the form as quoted when he could not have got it as it stands in 
the text. No one would think of making é & cdyart, as pre- 
sented by Basil, the receiving element in this baptism. No one 
would hesitate to assign this duty to els & Ihedpa. By parity of 
reasoning & &% Ivedparc, in the received text, cannot be the re- 
ceiving element, but efs & sdya must be. 

Didymus Alexandrinus (717), carrying out a special line of 
argument, quotes the passage as does Basil, reversing, by an 
interchange of cases, the respective relations Sas by the 
inspired text to & Ibedpa and & odpain this baptism. The entire 
revolutio of sentiment by this exchange of preposition and case 
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is instructive. The double presence of the Dative and Accusa- 
tive cases in New Testament baptisms (expressed or implied) is 
the rule; extraordinary baptisms are the exception. The law, 
that the Accusative with e/s denotes the receiving element, has no 
exceptions. By such designation the nature of the baptism is 
made as definite as language can express it. In the New Tes- 
tament, WATER never has such designation—ei¢ bdup. 

Clemens Alex. (I, 288) quotes the passage as we have it except 
by the omission of the preposition before & Ibedpari; thus 
strengthening the idea of agency which so clearly belongs tothe 
Holy Spirit. 

Translation. 


The translation of this passage by the Baptist version is as 
follows: “*For by one Spirit we were all immersed into one 
body.” And in the version circulating among the Disciples 
(‘‘ Campbellites ”), by H. T. Anderson, the translation is the same, 
‘Sor by one Spirit we all were immersed into one body.” Both 
of these versions translate the same grammatical forms diversely 
in other passages, e. g., Matt. 3:11, “I immerse you (é& édare 
ees petdvotav) in water unto repentance. . . . He will immerse you 
in the Holy Spirit” (Baptist version); ‘‘] immerse you in water 
in order to repentance. ... He will immerse you (é& Ibedpate 
‘Aytw) in the Holy Spirit” (Disciples’ version); John 1:33, “‘ The 
same is he who immerses in the Holy Spirit (6 PanteSav & Mvedpare 
‘Aytw”) (Baptist version); ‘“‘ This is he that immerses in the 
Holy Spirit” (Disciples’ version); Acts 1:5, ‘‘ For John, indeed, 
immersed (Sdare) in water; but ye shall be immersed (¢& [bedpare 
‘Artw) in the Holy Ghost” (Baptist version) ; ‘‘ For John, indeed, 
immersed in water, but you shall be immersed in the Holy Spirit” 
(Disciples’ version). The grammatical form (fanr€w with the 
Dative and the Accusative, expressed or implied) in all these 
cases is the same; but the translation, as compared with the 
translation of 1 Cor. 12:13, works a complete revolution in the 
grammatical and logical relations of the elements entering into 
the baptisms. 

In Matt. 3:11, the preposition with its regimen, water (¢v tdat:) 
is made the receiving element of the baptized object, while the 
preposition and its regimen in the Accusative (2¢ petdvoray), is 
wholly dissevered from the baptism strictly speaking, and is 
appended to it as an end “ unto” which it tends but never reaches, 
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according to the Baptists; and “in order to” which it is ex- 
ecuted, but which it never effects, according to the Disciples. 
But when this last preposition and its regimen take the form of 
sic Ageow dvapt@y, the Baptist version still, consistently, says, 
this phrase does not enter into ‘the baptism, but is something 
apart from it, pointed to by it yet never reached through it; 
while the Disciples’ version, adhering to the same verbal form 
(‘in order to”) declares, that while ‘“‘immersion in water in 
order to REPENTANCE” is a worthless fiction, yet, ‘ immersion 
in water in order to REMISSION OF SINS” is the very power of 
God, and as truly a cause (instrumental) of the remission of sins 
as the blood of the incarnate Redeemer. That is to say, the 
same grammatical form, in the same grammatical and logieal 
relation to “immersion in water,” finds that relation worthless 
‘Sin order to repentance,” but priceless ‘‘ in order to the remission 
of sins.” To declare that inspiration says, ‘‘immersion in water” 
is “‘un-To repentance,” when it is not so; and “‘un-To the remis- 
sion of sins,’’ when it is not so; and ‘‘in order To repentance,” 
and ‘in order To the remission of sins,’ when it is not in order 
to the former, but is in order to the latter, is assertion the burden 
of which must be taken from inspiration and laid, where it be- 
longs, on human infirmity. 

But all this is changed when we come to the baptism in 1 Cor. 
12:13. The same grammatical forms, in the same grammatical 
relations, undergo a complete revolution as to the offices they are 
to sustain. Now, @ &? Iledpare instead of being as & datz, év 
Ivebparte “Ayiw, the receiving element in which the baptized object 
is to be received, is transformed into the baptizing agency by 
which the baptism is to be effected; and «vs & oda, instead of 
being as els petdvocay an end “unto” which, or “in order to” 
which, immersion is powerless, or as efs dgeow dyaptiéy an end 
which (whether attained or not attained, according to the one or 
the other phase of the theory) is outside of the baptism, is in- 
troduced within the baptism, and becomes so vital to it that there 
can be no baptism without it; in a word it is transformed into the 
receiving element within which ‘all are immersed.” 

In the previous volumes will be found the evidence in proof 
that the translations ‘in water unto, in order to, repentance,” 
‘in water unto, in order to, the remission of sins” are fatally 
erroneous; as also, ‘immersion in the Holy Ghost unto, in order 
to, repentance and the remission of sins.” The true translation 
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in every case is that which the translator (Baptist and Disciple 
alike) has given in the passage under consideration, “by ” with 
with the Dative, and “into” with the Accusative. 

The translation of ¢v by, with Ivedyare and its variations, which 
has been persistently refused up to the present, is at last accepted, 
and now comes by the handful, as we have it so translated, in a 
little more than half a page, no less than five times—2 IIvebpate 
Gevd, by the Spirit of God, & Mvebpare “Aytw by the Holy Spirit, 
twice 2. td ade@ Ilvebpate by the same Spirit, & & Mpedpare by one 
Spirit. : 

This translation, reached in the responsible task of translating 
the Scriptures by two branches of the Baptist body, five times on 
one page, should arrest hard speeches against others when they 
venture to translate & “by,” especially when they translate ¢» 
Ivebpate, & Ilvebpate “Ayiw by the Spirit, by the Holy Spirit, and 
yet more especially in connection with baptism, as so fully indi- 
cated in the passage before us. Also, while we have before us so 
encouraging an example in evs & odpa into one body, we might be 
held scathless for translating ef¢ petdvocay into repentance, and es 
dgeow dvaptt@y into the remission of sins. And with the conjoined 
translation ‘by one Spirit into one body,” we may enter a plea 
for gentle dealing with our ‘by water (symbolly) into repentance,” 
*‘ by the Holy Ghost (really) info repentance,” “by water (sym- 
bolly) into the remission of sins,” ‘by the Holy Ghost (really) 
into the remission of sins.” 

While we accept with great pleasure the change of “in” for by; 
and of “unto,” “in order to,” for INTO; we must decline accepting 
the old ‘“‘immerse.”” We do so for these reasons: 1. It violates 
the theory which says, ‘‘ Sazriw means dip and nothing but dip.” 
Immerse does not mean to dip. No word can by any possibility 
mean distinctively to immerse and also mean distinctively to dip, 
because these words do not belong to the same class; the one 
makes demand for condition to be effected in any way and with- 
out limitation as to the time of its continuance, the other makes 
demand for an act definite in character and limited in duration. 
2. A burden is laid upon the word too heavy for it to bear. The 
theory cannot get along without a dipping. It must have a dip- 
ping into water (a putting in and taking out) necessarily limited 
as to duration; but none of these elements are found in fazritw, 
and to force it to such duty is not to extract from it such mean- 
ing, but to commit word-murder. But a dipping is not all that 
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the theory needs. It needs just as much the right opposite. There 
is a “baptism into repentance.” But to say that Christianity in- 
culeates a dipping ‘into repentance” is to utter lukewarm non- 
sense which the Author of Christianity will ‘spew out of his 
mouth.” The same is true of a dipping ‘into the remission of 
sins,” a dipping ‘‘into Christ,” a@ dipping “into the name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost,” and (as in the 
passage before us) @ dipping “by the Holy Spirit into one body.” 
The theory will find that ‘a dipping” is one of those sorry aux- 
iliaries which to keep or to dismiss is alike ruinous. 38. This 
word, immerse, has no usage correspondent with and therefore no 
power to express the characteristic usage of the Greek word in 
the New Testament. It is admitted, that in the baptism of the 
Apostles at Pentecost by the Holy Ghost there was no dipping, 
or immersing, or covering, or anything like the one or the other; 
but the baptism consisted in ‘being subjected to a controlling 
influence and imbued with its virtue.” Now, where is the single 
instance in all English literature in which “immerse” means 
“to be subject to an influence so as to be imbued with its vir- 
tue”? To say that I know of no such case is to say but little; 
but who will supplement my lack of knowledge? If the Pentecost 
usage stood alone the defect would be of comparatively small con- 
sequence; but this is only a representative case of that which 
prevails through all the New Testament. A baptism into repent- 
ance is ‘¢a subjection to influence and imbuing with virtue;” a 
baptism into the remission of sins is ‘‘a subjection to influence 
and imbuing with virtue;” a baptism into Christ is “‘a subjection 
to influence and imbuing with virtue ;” a baptism into one body 
is ‘a subjection to influence and imbuing with virtue ;” a baptism 
into water (if such a thing could be found in the New Testament, 
which happily or unhappily cannot be) would be “a subjection to 
its influence and imbuing (the lungs at least) with its virtue ;” 
but the theory escapes such a baptism, while insisting upon it, by 
the substitution of a dipping. 4. Any such use of the foreign 
immerse is precluded by the older indigenous words, drench, 
soak, steep, etc., which enter into that usage. 5. Another remark, 
not so important yet pertinent as showing that ‘immerse ” 
does not measure the Greek word, is this: In English immerse 
is rarely, if ever, used with the preposition dnto, while this is 
emphatically the New Testament usage of faztiw. Immersed in 
does not differ from ‘‘ baptized into” merely in failing to extract 
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and to communicate quality to its object, as does the latter, but 
it farther differs, in failing to express complete as well as 
thorough change of condition. To be immersed in business, in 
pleasure, in study, does not imply, that one has not been before 
a man of business, or pleasure, or study, but gives emphasis to 
their prosecution. But it is not so with ‘ baptized into repent- 
ance,” “into the remission of sins,” ‘into Christ ;” these phrases: 
imply, that one has not been before in a state of repentance, or 
of remission, or relation to Christ, but passes out of a contrary 
state into these wholly new conditions. us 

For these, among other reasons, we reject immerse as the rep- 
resentative of Pdxr:Sw, and, also, immerse in as the representative 
of baptized into. We will adhere to the conceded Pentecost 
meaning for the Greek word, and will add to it the concession, 
that in baptism @& is indicative of the agency by which it is 
effected, and that e’s points out the receiving element into which 
the baptized object (suggestively) passes. This, I believe, is 
about all that we need by way of concession on the part of the 
friends of the theory to secure (in good time) their utter aban- 
donment of it. 


Interpretation. 


Dr. Charles Hodge, of Princeton (Comm. in loc.), says: “ To 
be baptized & Ivebyate cannot mean to be immersed in the Spirit 
any more than to be immersed 8datz, Luke 3:16, Acts 1: 5, can 
by possibility mean to be immersed in water.” This judgment of 
Dr. Hodge as to the force of the nude Dative is sustained by the 
general judgment of scholars. 

Dr. Pusey (On Baptism, p. 166) says: *“*To the Galatians St. 
Paul inculcated their actual unity as derived from having been 
baptized into one Christ; so here again, to the Corinthians from 
their having been baptized in One Spirit; thereby showing that 
to be baptized into Christ is to be baptized in the One Spirit; and 
neither is the baptism of Christ without the Spirit, nor is there a 
baptism of the Spirit- without the baptism instituted by Christ.” 

Dr. Pusey has as good ground for saying that the passage under 
consideration teaches a baptism “zn One Spirit” as the friends 
of the theory have for saying that Matt. 3: 11 or Acts 1:5 teaches 
a baptism ‘‘in the Spirit.” There is no foundation for either 
statement. There is no “ baptism in the Spirit” known to the 
New Testament. A baptism én the Spirit can by no rational pos- 
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sibility be the same or the equivalent of a “baptism into Curist.” 
John the Forerunner (John 1 : 29-31) says, that baptism by water 
was divinely appointed in order that ‘* Jesus, as the Lamb of God 
that taketh away the sin of the world, should be made manifest.” 
Now a baptism into Christ, as an atoning redeemer (= “ making 
subject to his influence and imbuing with his virtue”) can have no 
other issue than “the remission of sins;” but a ‘‘ baptism in the 
. Spirit,” who is not an atoning Redeemer, can by no possibility 
issue in **the remission of sins.’”’ Baptism into Christ and bap- 
tism in the Spirit must then, of necessity, be two essentially 
diverse baptisms. But there is only ‘one baptism” which is dis- 
tinctive of Christianity, and that is baptism into Curist, the Lamb 
of God, the Crucified of Calvary; therefore, baptism in the Spirit 
(if there were any such thing) could not be Christian baptism. 
But there is no such thing known to the word of God as ‘ bap- 
tism in the Spirit ;” it is purely a human invention, as also is the 
idea of a “baptism im water.” 

The true and sole relation of the Holy Spirit to Christian bap- 
tism is that of executive Agent. Thus Dr. Pusey subsequently, 
though not consistently, says: “For in baptism the Spirit is the 
Agent. It is not any outward or visible incorporation into.any 
mere visible body (since for a mere visible union there needed 
not an Invisible Agent), but an invisible ingrafting into Christ, 
by the invisible working of the Spirit. What St. Chrysostom 
says is this: ‘That which caused us to be one body, and regen- 
erated us, is One Spirit: for the one was not baptized by the 
One Spirit, the other by another; and not only was that which 
baptized us One, but that also into which He baptized was 
One.’” Now, all this as said and quoted by Dr. Pusey is true to 
the letter. If there was any ritual water in his mind (there is 
none in his words, there is none in the Scriptures) when he speaks 
of “baptism,” it is a foreign element of which he must dispose 
himself, we have no concern with it, and he should have none ac- 
cording to his own reasoning, for as ‘an Invisible Agent is not 
needed to incorporate in the visible church,” so a visible element 
is not needed to incorporate in the invisible church. 


Professor Ripley. 


Professor Ripley (Christian Baptism, p. 52) says on this pas- 
sage: ‘The same Spirit has baptized us all, so that we have all 
been made members of the same body; that is, we have all most 
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copiously participated in the same Spirit’s influences; an idea 
very naturally flowing from the radical meaning of BazriZw.” In 
a note he adds: ‘In such passages, reference is made to the abun- 
dant communications of the Spirit; an idea very happily conveyed 
by the use of the word baptize. The manner of the communica- 
tion is not regarded; only the copiousness. Hence, so far as the 
administration is concerned, no argument can be drawn against 
immersion as being the only baptism, from the fact that the Spirit 
is elsewhere said to be poured out.” > 
These statements recognize: 1. The Spirit as THE AGENT in 
baptism. Then, the baptism is spiritual. Then, the Spirit is not 
a receiving element in which men are baptized; 2. ‘‘ All are bap- 
tized by the Spirit.” Then, if all at Corinth, so, all everywhere, 
in all ages (who are of the body of Christ) are baptized ‘“ by the 
Spirit.” Then, the notion of such friends of the theory as limit 
baptism by the Spirit to such extraordinary occasions as Pente- 
cost, is foundationless; 3. The result of baptism by the Spirit is 
membership in the invisible church—*‘so, all are made members 
of the same body.” Then, in the real church of Christ ‘‘ all” are 
received into membership by baptism, without one being ‘im- 
mersed.” These statements claim, 1. That baptism by the Spirit 
imports ‘¢a copious participation in the Spirit’s influences.” This 
is a mistake. Baptism has no necessary relation to copiousness. 
Its relation is, as already stated, to power, competency to pro- 
duce an effect. Copiousness may be associated with baptism, yet 
never proceeding from the fact of a baptism, but from outside 
causes, as the ‘pouring out” of the Spirit. 2. ** Copious par- 
ticipation is happily conveyed by baptize.” Baptize does not in- 
volve, by its own force, ‘‘ participation” in influence in any measure. 
A flint rock cast into the seais baptized; but, as a mass, it par- 
ticipates neither in the wetness, nor in the saltness of sea-water. 
If the whole Mediterranean had been poured through the pitchers 
of Elijah upon the altar on Mount Carmel there would have been 
a wonderful copiousness but no baptism according to the theory. 
A certain class of bodies when enveloped by a fluid are penetrated 
and pervaded and so assimilated to the quality which may be 
characteristic of the encompassing fluid. This is a result which 
is due, not to copiousness, but to the power of the liquid to bring 
the object subjected to its influence under the control of its char- 
acteristic. This effect produced on a certain class of bodies be- 
comes the basis of a secondary use of baptize in which suchlike 
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effect, however induced, is called a baptism. It is this usage 
which is illustrated at Pentecost and throughout the New Testa- 
ment in which, without exception, baptism contemplates EFFECT 
without covering. The four water pitchers emptied by Elijah on 
Carmel’s altar had no relation by copiousness to the baptism, one 
would have sufficed for that; but the thrice.four pourings were 
necessary to extinguish all suspicion that ‘fire had been put 
under” the sacrifice. The copious outpouring of the Spirit at 
Pentecost had no special relation to the baptism that day effected, 
but to the promise—* It shall come to pass in the last days that 
I will pour out my Spirit on all flesh,” which promise is declara- 
tive of profusion not in one case, but relatively, throughout the 
entire Christian dispensation as compared with those which had 
preceded it. Power not quantity is the essential element in Chris- 
tian baptism and in every kindred baptism. 

3. The manner (pouring out) of the communication is to be 
disregarded.” If Professor Ripley means, that we are to disre- 
gard this language as proof that there was, in fact, a pouring out, 
we assent. If he means, that we are to disregard this language 
as proof that to pour is the meaning of Baztifw, we assent. If 
he means, that we are to disregard this language as proof that 
pouring upon is a just means and of divine authority for effecting 
a true baptism without covering, then we say, this is * kicking 
against the pricks.” And, as words cannot make the case plainer, 
we must patiently wait until the deep shadow of the theory shall 
have passed away and the mental eclipse which it has occasioned 
shall have terminated. Then it will be found that pouring upon 
does baptize. 

4. “ No argument against immersion as the only mode.” That 
is to say: a baptism declared to be effected by ‘‘ pouring out,” is 
of no consequence! And a baptism in which there is, confes- 
sedly, ‘*no immersion nor anything like it,” does not disprove 
‘immersion is the ontY mode” (!) These are just the persons 
to ‘send the Angel Gabriel to school.” 


The Baplizer. 


It is admitted on all hands, that the executive Agent in this 
baptism is the Holy Spirit. How does this settled point bear on 
the unsettled relation of the Holy Spirit to other baptisms? We 
say, that there is essentially but ‘one baptism ” pertaining to 
Christianity (which is stated with verbal differences but exhibits 
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one truth), and that the uniform relation of the Holy Spirit to 
this baptism is that of executive Agent. In support of this posi- 
tion it may be said: 1. That it is unreasonable to suppose that 
the Holy Spirit would occupy two relations to baptism so alien 
from each other as that of executive Agent and a receiving me- 
dium. 2. The quiescence of a receiving medium is inconsistent 
with the ceaseless activity ascribed to the Holy Spirit in the office 
of redemption. 3. It is inconsistent with the ‘one baptism ” of 
Christianity that there should be a baptism in the Holy Spirit 
and a baptism “into Christ.” 4. It is inconsistent with a two- 
fold relation to baptism that the same phraseology which is ad- 
mitted to teach executive Agency, should be used to describe the 
relation in those cases where agency is denied and receptive 
medium is affirmed. 5. The interpretation of é& Ivebpate, &y Ilveb- 
part ‘Ayio, as expressive of agency, harmonizes with other facts 
and teaching of Scripture. It is in harmony with the declaration 
of John that Christ should be the Baptizer. He and the Holy 
Spirit are not announced as two independent Baptizers, but as 
most intimately united. John proclaims the coming One as 
“§ Bantiloy ev Ivebpate ‘Ayiw the Baptizer (who is) in the Holy 
Spirit,” and, therefore, baptizes under the influence of = by the 
Holy Spirit. The facts at Pentecost are harmonious with this 
view. That baptism is ascribed both to Christ and to the Holy 
Spirit. It is a divine interpretation of 6 Baxrifwv & medpare ‘Ayio. 
The Holy Spirit is the Agent in that baptism, proceeding from 
Christ, and is the farthest possible removed from a quiescent 
receptive medium. This relation of Christ and the Holy Ghost, 
developed in baptism, is in harmony with all other Scripture 
representations of this relation. The Baptist Version (Luke 4 : 1) 
says: ‘Jesus being full of the Holy Spirit . . . was led (& 7@ 
Ivebpate) in the Spirit;” v. 14, “Jesus returned (é 77 duvdyce tod 
Ivebpatos) in the power of the Spirit ;” 10:21, ‘ He rejoiced (2 7@ 
Ivebpart tw ‘Ayew, Cod. Sin., Tisch.) in the Holy Spirit.” ‘“ Jesus 
exulted in the Holy Spirit” (Syriac, Murdock). Ifin the phrase 
jyalktacato 2v tH Ibebpate to “Ayiw the stale and influence under 
which he that rejoices is indicated by é rw Ivebyare to ‘Ayiw, why 
in the phrase farrice: év Myebyate “Ayiw does not the state and in- 
fluence under which he who baptizes, find indication in & Ivespare 
‘Avivo? David (Bapt. Version, Mark 12: 35) speaks, being ‘in the 
Holy Spirit.” Why does not David’s Lord baptize, being “in the 
Holy Spirit?” Simeon (Bapt. Version, Luke 2:27), ‘came & 
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Ihedpatt, by the Spirit into the temple;” Jesus (Luke 4:1), & 
Tvebpart, in the Spirit “* was led into the wilderness.” The state 
of both was the same. 6. This interpretation is in harmony with 
the classical use of the Dative to designate the agency in baptism. 
It also shuns the discordant application of 2 in baptism, now to 
indicate the agency and now to indicate the receptive element. 
Being limited to express the agency, it leaves e/c, as exclusively, 
to fulfil its admitted function to point out the medium, real or 
ideal, which gives specific character to the baptism. 


The Subjects of this Baptism. 


The ‘all’ who receive this baptism are not limited to member- 
ship in the church of Corinth. Paul was not a member of the 
church of Corinth, yet he claims a place (‘ we all”) among those 
“baptized into one body.” The “ Jew and the Gentile, the bond 
and the free,” partake of this baptism not because they are mem- 
bers of the church at Corinth, but because they ‘‘ drink of the 
same spirit’? with them. The Galatians were partakers of this 
same baptism (3: 27, 28) not surely because they were members 
of the church of Corinth, nor yet because they were members of 
the church of Galatia, but because they were members of the 
“one body” by baptism into Christ, ‘‘in whom (v. 28) there is 
neither Jew nor Greek; in whom there is neither bond nor free; 
in whom there is neither male nor female; for ye are ALL one in 
Christ Jesus.” That this “all” embraces every believer in Christ, 
of every place and in every age, is farther proved by the prayer 
of “the Head of the Church, which is his body” (John 17: 21). 
‘‘ Neither pray I for these alone, but for them also which shall be- 
lieve on me through their word; that they ALL may be one; as thou 
Father art in me and I in thee, that they also may be one in us; 
that THE WORLD may believe that thou hast sent me.” They who 
believe that the unity prayed for by Christ is the unity effected by 
the Holy Spirit, will also believe that the ‘‘all” includes every 
believer in Christ among all the generations of men throughout 
all the ages of time. And if this be true, then the prophecy of 
Joel (2:28) of the “pouring out of the Spirit, in the last days, 
upon all flesh” did not contemplate an occasional, rare, and tran- 
sitory transaction, nor did the prophecy of John (Matt. 3:11), 
“He shall baptize by the Holy Ghost” (a great truth taught by 
inspiration and (John 1:33) confirmed by miraculous sign), ex- 
haust itself at Pentecost or at Ceesarea, nor did the gifts which 
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the Redeemer (Ephes. 4:8) ascended on high to give unto men, 
fail because of profusion bestowed upon the Corinthians, but until 
“the last days” shall come to an end, and ‘‘all flesh ” shall cease 
to need to~be baptized by the Holy Spirit, and the Church shall 
no longer require gifts from on high, Jesus Christ will continue 
to bear the title 6 Baxri{wy év Iebpate “Aytw, and its illustration 
will be found in the never-ceasing office work of the Holy Spirit, 
executive of this baptism. 


~ 
The Nature of this Baptism. 


1. The nature of this baptism, in general, is spiritual: (1.) Be- 
cause the Agent in the baptism is the Holy Spirit, who neither 
effects physical baptisms, nor uses symbol baptisms, which are 
but the shadow of real, spiritual baptisms. (2.) Because the 
verbal receptive medium (eé¢ & o@ya) is a spiritual body, the body 
of Christ, the invisible church, the members of which are ‘in 
Christ ” by faith, which is the gift of God. (8) Because there is 
no such thing as a physical baptism in the New Testament. 
There is such a baptism (in word) according to the theory; but 
in practice (desinat m piscem) it ends in a dipping. 2. More 
particularly, this baptism of ‘‘all” is a baptism ulterior to that 
of the individual. It is a unifying of the diverse members of the 
body by ‘diversities of gifts” so that ‘‘all,” niembers one of 
another, shall make ‘‘one body.” In some respects the baptism 
els & o@pa, and the baptism (Galat. 3:27, 8) ets Xprordv, are the 
same or equivalent baptisms; but not in every respect. The 
baptism “into Christ’ confronts the sinner as he ‘‘arises to go 
to his Father.” He can only go through that baptism which 
‘cleanses from all sin,” as received by the Holy Spirit. The 
baptism ‘into one body” does not so immediately express the 
baptism of the sinner, as a biptism by ‘‘ diversity of gifts” for 
‘““the perfecting of the saints;” asin Eph. 4:8... . ‘When he 
ascended on high and gave gifts unto men. .. . He gave some, 
apostles ; and some, prophets; and some, evangelists; and some, 
pastors and teachers; for the perfecting of the saints, for the 
work of the ministry; for the edifying of the body of Christ. 
Till we all come in the unity of the faith... unto a perfect man 

. nay grow up into him in all things, which is the head, even 
Christ, from whom the whole body fitly joined together and com- 
pacted by that which every joint supplieth, maketh increase of 
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the body unto the edifying of itself in love.” This is a develop- 
ment of the baptism “into one body.” The office of the Holy 
Spirit has a diverse bearing on the impenitent sinner and upon 
the regenerate Christian. With the one he “strives” and ‘¥con- 
vinces of sin,” and when the sinner is made “subject to his 
power ” (truly penitent) and “imbued with his virtue” (sincerely 
believing) he is, yes, he is hereby (through repentance and faith, 
the work of the Holy Spirit) baptized “into Christ” =‘ into the 
remission of sins.” With the Ohristian the office of the Holy 
Spirit is “‘ to sanctify,” “ leading into all truth,” begetting “ growth 
in grace and increase in knowledge,” and thus, baptizing (as a 
perfected member) “‘into the one body.” This twofold work and 
baptism of the Holy Ghost is indicated in Titus 3:5, 6, ‘‘He saved 
us by the washing of regeneration and renewing of the Holy 
Ghost, which (éyeev zhoveiws) he poured out abundantly upon 
us through Jesus Christ our Saviour.” Here is the baptism in 
which we find Jesus Christ and the Holy Ghost indissolubly united 
and co-operating; the sinner by “the washing of regeneration ” 
baptized into Christ, and the Christian ‘‘ renewed” day by day 
(2 Cor. 4: 16) and perfected by baptism ‘into one body.” 

The nature of this baptism, then, is the unification of the in- 
dividual members of the body of Christ, by diversity of gifts and 
graces, supplementary of each other, so that the whole shall form 
one complete body governed by one Head, moved by one Spirit, 
each member satisfied with his own gifts (received under the dis- 
tribution made ‘‘to every man severally as He will”), and re- 
joicing in the complementary fulness found in the gifts conferred 
upon others. In a word this baptism ‘of all by one Spirit into 
one body ” is the answer, through the ages, to the prayer offered 
up by the Head of his people on his way to Calvary —‘ Father! 
I pray that they ALL may be ONE.” 


CHRISTIC BAPTISM: BAPTISM COMMANDED TO BE 
PREACHED. © 


BAPTISM INTO THE REMISSION OF SINS THROUGH 
REPENTANCE AND FAITH. ~ 


CHRISTIAN BAPTISM PREACHED. 


Acts 2:38. 
Meravofoate kat Bartiobftw éxaotoc budv, éxt TH dvduate Inco Xpiorow ei¢ 
&deow ayaptiov. 
‘‘Then said Peter unto them, Repent and be baptized, every one of you, 
(believing) upon the name of Jesus Christ, into the remission of sins.’ 


THE BAPTISM OF CHRISTIANITY FIRST PREACHED. 


Tus baptism cannot be John’s baptism. The mission of the 
Forerunner has passed away. The Mightier One has come. His 
title ‘* Baptizer by the Holy Ghost” (so entitled because he him- 
self is in the Holy Ghost invested with the power of the Holy 
Ghost, and pours out the Holy Ghost from on high upon the souls 
of men, and not because he puts others in the Holy Ghost), has 
been vindicated by his thus baptizing the Apostles and endowing 
them with spiritual gifts and graces for their peculiar and most 
responsible office. If baptism by the Holy Ghost was simple and 
single in its nature, not admitting of diversity, then that nature 
would be determined and bounded by this baptism of the Apostles. 
This, however, has been proved not to be true, by the diversified 
baptisms which have been already considered and by their uni- 
versal application to the entire membership of the body of Christ. 

The baptism under consideration has peculiarities of time and 
relation that give it an importar.ce which can hardly be overesti- 
mated. It is the first baptism preached under Christianity. It 
is preached by one down on whom the baptism from the skies has 
scarcely ceased to be poured. It is addressed to men in or near 
the temple on Mount Zion cut to the heart by convictions of sin, 
the work of the Holy Ghost (John 16:9), and crying out, “* What 
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must we do?” In answer to this cry a baptism is announced. 
What was this baptism? Was it Jewish baptism, a ceremonial 
cleansing of the body merely? Was it John’s baptism, a spiritual 
baptism (fdztispa petavotas) in which no Holy Ghost was yet 
poured out,” no crucified Redeemer was yet revealed? Was it 
Christian baptism, the baptism of Curist, the Crucified, the 
Risen, the Ascended, the Pourer out of the Holy Ghost? If it be 
a new baptism, or if it be a fuller development of an old baptism, 
now, here at its first announcement, we are above all other times 
to look for a full and distinct statement of its peculiarities. When 
John preached his divinely appointed baptism (radically diverse 
in nature from that baptism practiced by the Jews), he at once 
announced that diversity in the most distinct terms. He preached 
a Bdrxtispa petavotas, & Béxttopa els petdvotav, a Paxtiopa petavotas elg 
ageow dpaptiwy, language so express, and so explicit, that no one 
can have a good reason for failing to understand. It presented a 
baptism in the most direct and absolute antagonism to the preva 
lent Jewish baptism, which was a ceremonial purification by the 
agency of water. Having preached this baptism—soul repent- 
ance, preparation to receive the coming One, he announced (it is 
nowhere said that he preached) his commission to administer a 
rite in which water applied to the body should symbolize this 
baptism received by the soul. The Jews well understood, they 
could not do otherwise, both this soul baptism and its ritual sym- 
bol. This is evident from the statement of Josephus (Jud. Bapt., 
p- 389), that “the purification of the body would only be accept- 
able to God when the soul had been previously thoroughly purged 
by righteousness.” If John was so careful to give in his first 
preaching (stated in briefer form afterwards) a full and explicit 
statement of his baptism, we may reasonably look for the same 
thing by Peter, when appointed by God to make announcement 
for the first time of the baptism of Christianity. He has done so 
in fact. His language is full and clear. They who first heard it 
had not a shadow of doubt as to its purport. We must guard 
against the misconception of words and phrases, and the dark- 
ling shadow from mistaken human usage. The importance of a 
right interpretation of this passage cannot be overestimated. To 
err here is to err in every after case of Christian baptism. We 
cannot, then, give to it too close attention. It will well repay all 
our labor. Let us then give to it full consideration. 
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Translations and various Views. 


A translation which is seriously defective must necessarily 
beget an interpretation just as defective. The translations of 
this passage are not uniform. The diversity relates mainly to 
the prepositions éz? and e/c. The common English version reads 
thus: ** Repent and be baptized, every one of you, 7m the name 
of Jesus Christ, for the remission of sins.” 

The Baptist version was made to correct the errors of our 
English Bible. In the quarto form this passage is thus rendered: 
‘Reform and be immersed, every one of you,in the name of Jesus 
Christ, for the remission of sins.” The following is the note on 
'Ext r@ dvépace: “This indicates authority, and in such cases is 
well represented by our prepositions in or wpon—in the name, or 
upon the name of the Lord be immersed, every one of you; «cs, 
immediately following, intimates transition into a new state or 
relation, such as matrimony, citizenship, servitude, or freedom.” 
The note given on Acts 4:18 contradicts both the value attached 
to the phrase éz? r@ dvévare and the translation given of it. The 
note is as follows: “Ext tw dvéyuarte.”” Inasmuch as we have in the 
original Scriptures three forms of expression connected with ovoya 
Inoov Xptstov, of very different import, it seems to me not merely 
expedient, but obligatory, that we should give to an English 
reader three corresponding formule in our language, such as “in 
the name of,” “upon the name of,” and “into the name of.” 
These three formule are as distinct in sense as in form. The 
first indicates authority, viz., ‘in the name of the king or com- 
monwealth.” Then éxt ro dvépvate in Acts 2:38 does not (as we 
were told) ‘‘indicate authority,” nor is the translation ‘in the 
name” accordant with the “sense” or with the ‘obligation ” 
resting upon the translator. The note on es is this: “Eis dgeow. — 
We enter into contracts, states, conditions, into marriage, into 
servitude, into freedom, into Christ, into the church, into heaven. 
Fiz and é can never be substituted the one for the other. As any 
one in any state cannot enter into it, so he that is commanded 
to repent, or to reform, or to be baptized—eic for, in order to, 
or into any state, condition, or relation—cannot be supposed to 
be already in that state, condition, or relation, into which he is 
commanded to enter. Hence those immersed by Peter were im. 
mersed into Christ, into a relation, and into privileges not secured 
to them before. ic, immedianele following, and indicating trang 
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ition, not rest, like &, intimates an important change, if not in 
character, at least in the state of the proper subject of this Divine 
Law or Ordinance of admission.” Observe here not only the 
admission, but the strong assertion (as made through all this 
Inquiry) that BazriSw e’¢ makes demand for a thorough change of 
condition on the part of the baptized person. This demanded 
condition is travestied when converted into a ‘“ dipping.” Is en- 
trance into marriage, into partnership, into citizenship, expressed 
by dipping into marriage, dipping into partnership, dipping into 
citizenship? Does “dipping” introduce any one into a state? 
But the baptism of Christianity makes imperative demand for a 
state expressive of a thorough change of condition, unlimited in 
duration, and which can no more be expressed by a dipping than 
a command to see can be expressed by a direction to close the 
eyes. Observe also the statement that ef¢ and 2%, into and in, 
cannot be interchanged on this subject, and their distinctive 
usage must be maintained. But that is just what the theory does 
not do. The distinctive use and force of these prepositions, as 
exhibited in Scripture in connection with baptism, is disregarded, 
and one is lawlessly made to take the place of the other. Observe 
farther that the translation given of both éz? and eis is the right 
opposite of the principles laid down ; ém r@ évéuate is confounded 
with & t@ dvépartt, and efs dgeow passing into a state of remission, 
is confounded with doing something ‘ for” remission, and en- 
trance into marriage evaporates in preparation for marriage. The 
final Baptist revision modifies this translation thus: ‘- Repent, 
and be each of you immersed, upon the name of Jesus Christ, 
unto remission of sins.” ‘* Immersed” is interpreted as having 
“in water” understood, and is introduced on the assumption that 
Peter is preaching a ritaal baptism to souls in anguish under the 
convicting power of the Holy Ghost, which assumption is sus- 
tained by adding interpretatively (é datc) to the words of inspi- 
ration, and thereby introducing another gospel into this divine 
exposition of Christianity and the way of salvation, thus begetting 
the necessity for a metamorphosis of what the Holy Spirit has 
said, by changing into the remission of sins for ‘unto the remis- 
sion of sins,” in contradiction of acknowledyed principles. 
Professor Ripley (tn loc.) says: “To be baptized zn the name 
of Jesus Christ is to receive baptism in token of faith in him, and 
subjection to him.” If the statement was ‘‘ Repent and be bap- 
tized in the Holy Ghost,” would the interpretation then be “in 
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token of faith in him, and of subjection to him?” Baptist trans- 
lations and interpretations lack harmony. An interpretation (if 
it were correct) of ‘‘1n the name of Jesus Christ” is not an inter- 
pretation of éxt ro eydpate. 

_ For the remission of sins. ‘Pardon would be bestowed on 
those who should truly repent and be baptized through regard to 
his authority. .... It should here be carefully borne in mind 
that the apostle did not direct his hearers merely to be baptized 
in order.to receive the forgiveness of their sins; but he directed 
them to repent and be baptized. Baptism without repentance 
would be of no avail, and sincere repentance would be” (of no avail 
without BAPTISM; we would expect to follow from their co-ordina- 
tion, but Prof. Ripley does not say so, but) “would be neces- 
sarily, from its very nature, accompanied with a spirit of obedi- 
ence to Christ. . . . It was, therefore, to repentance and faith in 
Jesus, as manifested in baptism, that forgiveness of sins, strictly. 
speaking, was promised.” Prof. Ripley does not mean, I am sure, 
to make ritual baptism the turning-point for the forgiveness of 
sins; but what else on its face means “forgiveness of sins, 
strictly speaking, is promised to repentance and faith in Jesus, 
as manifested in baptism” in waTER? It is impossible to intro- 
duce a ritual baptism into this exposition of the way of salvation 
to guilty sinners, pressing around the opening gates of Christi- 
anity, without blotting the gospel. All attempts at an evangeli- 
cal interpretation are but vain attempts to wash out the stain. 

Professor Hackett with characteristic accuracy and discretion 
translates and interprets thus: ‘* Upon the name of Jesus Christ 
as the foundation of the baptism, 7.e., with an acknowledgment 
of him in that act as being what his name imports, to wit, the 
sinner’s only hope, his Redeemer, Justifier, Lord, final Judge. 
The usual formula in relation to baptism is ef¢ ré dvoya. It may 
have been avoided here as a matter of euphony as e¢s follows in 
the next clause,—in order to the forgiveness of sins, we connect 
naturally with both the preceding verbs. This clause states the 
motive or object which should induce them to repent and be bap- 
tized. It enforces the entire exhortation, not one part of it to 
the exclusion of the other.” 

Nothing could be said to improve the translation— upon the 
name of Jesus Christ,” or to make more just the general inter- 
pretation of this phrase. But the remark, that ‘the usual formula 
in baptism ” is ¢fs td evéva, implying that ext tH dvépate here takes 
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the place of that formula, is a mistake. That formula is repre- 
sented in the passage with its usual and necessary preposition 
ei¢ dgeow dpaptwy. This phrase fdztiopa petavotas els dgeow 
dyaptt@y expressing the baptism of John, Peter now connects 
with the baptism of Christianity. “This phraseology of Peter is 
(as will be seen hereafter) the equivalent for ets /yoodv Xprotev. 
Nor does Professor Hackett, with all his eminent evangelical 
feeling, find a remedy against ritual baptism when introduced 
into the terms of salvation. Relief is sought by connecting ‘ for- 
giveness of sins” with ‘both verbs,” 7.e., Repent and baptize.’ 
But the remedy does not master the disease. Without rais- 
ing the question as to a necessity (beyond theological) for this 
double connection, still it remains true, that repentance and bap- 
tism in water are made co-ordinate terms of salvation. . And no 
one knows better than Professor Hackett whither such doctrine as, 
“It enforces the entire exhortation, not one part of it” (repent), 
**to the exclusion of the other” (be baptized zn water), IN ORDER 
To the forgiveness of sins, has led and must ever tend to lead. 


Alexander Campbell. 


Alexander Campbell (President of Bethany College), and his 
large following are an illustration of the sure, if not logical, se- 
quence to the incorporation of a ritual baptism in the terms of 
salvation. This man of unusual ability and of wide influence ac-' 
cepted the “‘ unto” of the Baptist critical version, and the ‘ for” 
of the revised version, and the ‘in order to” of Professor 
Hackett, and, refusing to allow their force to be annulled or di- 
luted by more remote theological considerations, declared his 
faith in water baptism as designed for the remission of sins, and 
operating as a condition in order to their remission, on the same 
level with repentance and faith, and as truly a cause of the remis- 
sion of sins (‘‘ though not in the same sense ’’) as the atoning blood 
of Christ. 

He declares that “‘ the design” of baptism in water is the trans- 
cendent question which out-tops the question ‘‘ Who should bap- 
tize?” or ‘‘Who should be baptized?” or ‘“* What is the action 
in baptism?” He seeks by many quotations to prove the force 
of ‘for ;” and declares, that any one who shall say that in con- 
nection with the remission of sins, it has not the same meaning, 
‘he is regardless of his reputation, and as unsafe as unworthy to be 
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reasoned with on any question of morality.” “John and the 
Apostles clearly affirm a connection between baptism ” (in water ?) 
‘Sand the remission of sins—must it not follow that the only di- 
vinely instituted baptism” (in water) ‘¢is FoR the remission of 
sins 2” 

Rev. Isaac Errert, who ably expounds (with evangelical sym- 
pathies) Alexander Campbell’s views, says: ‘* Peter told them what 
to do to be forgiven: 1. To repent; 2. To be baptized. The 
promise of remission of sins was not theirs until they repented 
and. were baptized. Although baptism cannot procure forgive- 
ness, as the death of Christ procured it, it is nevertheless ‘ for the 
remission of sins.’... How dare any man keep back this part 
(baptism) of the counsel of God, stopping with repentance and 
faith?” .If it were a part of my faith (as it is of Baptists), that 
“immersion in water’? was incorporated by Peter with repent- 
ance, and faith in Jesus Christ, in order to, unto, for, ‘the re- 
mission of sins,” I should expect such faith to be derisively flung 
in my face whenever I did battle against ‘* Campbellism ”—and 
what to answer I should not know. 


Dr. Pusey. 


There is another aspect in which this error, incorporating a 
ritual baptism with the ground elements of salvation, works itself 
out. Dr. Pusey (Holy Baptism, p. 170), says: ‘If men would 
observe all the indications in Acts, they would find a stress laid 
upon Baptism which would surprise them, and thereby evince 
that there was something faulty in their previous notions... . 
Baptism is not urged upon converts as a proof of sincerity, or a 
test of faith, but for its own benefits, in and for itself. Let any 
one think what would have been his answer to the multitude 
who pricked in heart asked Peter and the rest, ‘Men and 
brethren, what shall we do?’ I doubt that their answer would 
not have been, ‘ Repent and be baptized, every one of you, in the 
Name of Jesus Christ, for the remission of sins.’ I cannot but 
think that. very many of us would have omitted all mention of 
Baptism, and insisted prominently on some other portion of the 
Gospel message. Such was the first conversion.... It was by 
Baptism that the disciples enlarged their Lord’s church. It was 
by Baptism that men were saved.” 

The views of Dr. Pusey and Alexander Campbell differ very ma- 
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terially in their specialties; but they agree, in being rooted in a 
common error in supposing that a ritual baptism is here spoken 
of. They differ, also, very materially as to what enters into a 
ritual baptism and the details which follow its administration. 
Both, however, believe that it lies imbedded in the fundamentals 
of our religion and that its physical administration is accompa- 
nied with singular spiritual effects. 

And now, of how much practical value is it to determine 
whether the specialty of Alexander Campbell or that of Dr. 
Pusey be the more true, so long as both systems have a common 
root ? The worth or worthlessness of a tree does not depend on 
its trunk or its branch, but on its root. As is the root so will be 
the fruit. If the nature of the fruit be deadly, what matters its 
color or its form? If Peter, on this momentous occasion, an- 
nounces repentance and faith as the web, and ritual baptism as 
the woof of Christianity, then, both these systems are legitimate 
issues, and they or others like them will be, must be, and ought 
to be, the result. Then, the question for us to determine is not, 
the comparative merits or demerits of these or related systems, 
but this—Has Peter here announced a ritual baptism which 
stands intermediate between Repentance toward God on the one 
hand and Faith in Jesus Christ on the other hand as a coequal 
ground cause with them, or beyond them, for the remission of 
sin and the salvation of the soul? If a rite be there at all, the 
time, the circumstances, and the language, unite to say: It can- 
not be there in any other position than as a fundamental element 
in the redemption of Christianity. To this point, then, let us 
give attention. 


The True Translation. 


The only translation which can be vindicated by general usage 
or by the particular usage of the New Testament is this: ‘“‘ Repent 
and be baptized—every one of you—(believing) Upon the name 
of Jesus Christ—1nTo the remission of sins.” 

This translation is sustained by the fact that every word has 
its normal, primary value; and by the further fact that the rela- 
tion in which any questionable word stands makes special demand 
for such meaning. The translation of baptized by ‘‘immersed” 
is declined: 1. Because it is, by its friends, confessed to be in- 
adequate to follow the usage of the Greek word; 2. Because in 
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physics, where its introduction would find the best apology, the 
mersion of the baptized object is without limitation of time, and 
as the same word cannot be used to express a sharp limitation of 
time and time without limit, it is impossible for this Greek word 
or any just representative to express the dipping of men and 
women into water, if there were any such thing belonging to 
Christianity ; 3. The distinctive usage of baptize in the New Tes- 
tament is to give thorough development to an ideal element over 
its object, for which use ‘‘ immerse” has no counterpart. Th par- 
ticular, such is the usage of ‘‘ baptized” in the passage under con- 
sideration, and therefore immersed must be rejected. 

The translation of éx upon has, in general, a universal sanction. 
Professor Harrison (Greek Prepositions, p. 266) gives ‘on, upon” 
as the primary meaning, with six “ figurative” meanings growing 
out of it, among which (with the Dative, as here) is ‘‘wpon (ground, 
reason).” There is a special “reason” in New Testament use 
with ‘‘ Jesus Christ,” because he is represented as a “rock” upon 
which the Church is built; also ‘‘upon” whom the troubled soul 
may rest, as in Acts 16: 30, ‘* What must I do to be saved? Be- 
lieve (én) upon the Lord Jesus Christ and thou shalt be saved.” 
Could anguished feeling and the cry bursting out from it, be 
more identical than that of the Jailor at Philippi and that of the 
three thousand at Jerusalem? Unless Peter preached another 
gospel from that preached by Paul, éz? in his mouth has the same 
value as in.the mouth of his fellow-Apostle. But both preached 
as their Lord commanded, Luke 24: 47, ‘‘ Repentance and remis- 
sion of sins should be preached (ézt) upon his name among all 
nations.” There is yet another reason why “upon” should be 
carved deep, just then, in Jesus Christ. He is at Pentecost for 
the first time revealed as a crucified Redeemer, and proclaimed 
as the Corner-stone, elect, precious, the sure Foundation-stone, 
‘““upon ” which the guilty and the perishing of Jerusalem and of 
all lands and of all ages must build their hopes for the forgiveness 
of sins and everlasting redemption. No chisel has yet been tem- 
pered in the fire adequate to erase from the rock of God’s truth 
that divine lettering—‘ upon the name of Jesus Curist.” This 

_and this only is the new element that enters into Peter’s preach- 
ing. It had no place in the preaching of John. He did preach 
repentance. He did preach remission of sins through repentance. 
He did announce Jesus as “the Lamb of God that taketh away 
the sin of the world.” But that John, himself, had any clear 
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knowledge of Calvary and its Cross there is no evidence. That 
he did not preach a crucified Redeemer is absolutely certain. Yet 
it is just as certain that the Repentance and the Remission of sins 
preached by John rests, both for their existence and their worth, 
on the yet unrevealed Cross. It was for Peter to announce that 
uncovered Cross, and bid the guilty lay their sins upon the Guilt- 
less One. This he does, not by preaching repentance merely, nor 
by announcing the remission of sins merely, but by declaring that 
in their exercise of repentance and in their reception of remission 
they must rest only and wholly upon Jesus Curist. Thus is laid 
across the threshold of the opening door of the Christian dispen- 
sation that ‘foundation other than which no man can lay, which 
is Jesus Curis.” (1 Cor. 3:11.) To build “upon” this founda- 
tion faith in the foundation is essential. Therefore believing is nec- 
essarily involved in ézt, and is supplied in the translation given. 

The translation of e’s by into needs, in itself, no vindication ; 
but as against other meanings admitted to belong to this word, it 
does. Professor Harrison (p. 210) says: ‘‘The proper significa- 
tion of efs is within, in, with the idea of the being within a space 
having boundaries. The other seemingly derivative meanings, as 
for, ete., are really due to the Accusative case with which the 
preposition is conjoined, or to the character of the action which it 
qualifies.” 

The only meaning which is offered in opposition to “into” is 
for, unto, in order to, derived from the felic use of the preposi- 
tion. To what is this telic use due? It must be to “‘ Repent” or 
‘‘ Baptized ” considered independently or jointly. ‘‘ Repent” might 
(theologically) have ‘for (eis) the remission of sins,” as its ex- 
pressed subordinate end; but I know of no such grammatical con- 
struction as petavojsate els dyecw dpapttoy, nor of any such bald 
appeal as “* Repent for the remission of sins.” The Scripture does 
not place repentance in immediate relation with remission, but 
with difficulties to be taken up out of the way, upon which being 
done, remission of sins, from Christ, flows in upon the soul. John 
preached ‘ Repent!” to prepare the way of the Lord, the Lamb 
of God that taketh away sin. But it is impossible for e’s to reach 
over “baptized” and receive a ¢elic character from ** Repent ” 
exclusively. It is as impossible to ground such idea in “ baptized” 
exclusively. There is no basis for it either in the language or the 
doctrine of Scripture. No such statement as “ immersed in water 
for the remission of sins” can be found; and no such appendage 
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ean be attached to the word “ baptized” without assuming the right 
to “add to the words” which the Holy Ghost teacheth. John says, 
“T baptize 2v Sdare els petdvotay,” but no one ventures to say that 
this is for securing ‘‘ repentance ;” the hesitancy to do so is not, 
however, for any grammatical or theological reasons, but because 
the exposure of the error by continued impenitence after ‘‘ dipping 
in water” is too patent. If the issue of remitted sin by ritual 
_water were as open to inspection as penitence or impenitence is, 
we would hear as little of eis dgeow dpuaptidv being * for théremis- 
sion of sins” as of é¢ petavoray being ** for repentance.”” When- 
ever facts can be adduced in proof that dipping in water issues 
in effecting ‘‘ godly sorrow for sin,” then we will cease to object 
to “the remission of sins” being made felic of baptized in water. 
This preposition cannot receive a telze character from the two 
verbs conjointly. The conjunction of ‘* Repent” and ‘dipped in 
water” to a common end, viz., e/¢ dgeaw dvaptta@y, puts both on the 
same level and precludes a discrimination as to essential efficiency 
“for” that end. But it has been shown that ‘dipping in water” 
has no Scriptural recognition as having any causative power * for” 
the remission of sin; it cannot, then, be lawfully conjoined with 
Repentance “ for” such a result, nor if unlawfully conjoined can 
it receive any power to aid in such result. Finally, this preposi- 
tion cannot have the character attributed to it, because it has 
grammatical relations which require its service in its primary 
meaning and thus excludes every other. The indication of this 
position will require us to enter upon the general interpretation 
of the passage. 


The Interpretation. 


Repent. Repentance occupies a well-defined position, and has 
a determined value in the Christian system. 

1. Repentance is the gift of God: 2. Tim. 2:25, “If God per- 
adventure will give them repentance;” Acts 5:31, ‘Him hath 
God exalted with his right hand to be a Prince and a Saviour, to 
give repentance to Israel and remission of sins.” 

2. Repentance is essential to salvation: Luke 13:5, “‘ Hacept ye 
repent ye shall all likewise perish;” 2 Cor. 7:10, ‘ Godly sorrow 
worketh repentance to salvation.” 

3. Repentance is the proximate cause of the remission of sins: 
Luke 24:47, “It was necessary that Christ suffer, and that re- 
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pentance and remission of sins be preached upon (éz?) his name,” 
Acts 5:31, “Jesus, whom ye slew and hanged on a tree, him hath 
God exalted . . . to give repentance and the remission of sins ;” 
Acts 3:19, “* Repent therefore and turn, that your sins may be 
blotted out.” 

4. Repentance is itself a baptism: ‘Matt. 3:11, ‘I baptize you” 
(symbolly) ‘ with water” (ef¢ vetavoray) *¢ into repentance.” This 
implies that John had preached a baptism into repentance to be 
received in reality by the soul. It is also involved in what he 
says immediately after, ‘ But he shall baptize you by the Holy 
Ghost” (into repentance). Inasmuch as Repentance is a thorough 
change in the condition of the soul exercising a controlling in- 
fluence over the life, it cannot but be a baptism of the soul. And 
a Bdntiopa eis petdvoray is the obvious expression for the preaching 
of John. 

5. Repentance also effects a baptism: Jobn (luke 1:77) was 
commissioned ‘to give knowledge of salvation to the people of 
the Lord by the remission of their sins.” This knowledge he 
gave by preaching a baptism “into repentance” (els petdvoray), a 
“baptism of repentance” (fdrtisya petavotac), and a ‘baptism 
of repentance into the remission of sins” (fdrriopa petavolag ei¢ 
dgeow épaptav). These statements form as plain a statement as 
can be put into words, that repentance (which is the work of the 
Holy Ghost) is causative of a ‘‘ baptism into the remission of 
sins.” And this is only another form of stating the relation 
between repentance and the remission of sins to be found every- 
where in the Scriptures, as in passages above quoted: ‘* Repent 
and turn, that your sins may be blotted out”—‘* That repentance 
and remission of sins” (as its consequence) ‘**be preached ”— 
“Exalted to give repentance and the remission of sins,” in the 
relation (subordinate) of cause and effect. 

Baptized. ‘* Repent and be baptized:” In the last statement 
we see the reason for the conjunction of these two terms as well 
as the nature and purport of their relation. Repentance and the 
remission of sins are, in the gracious system of the Gospel, in- 
dissolubly connected. Repentance cannot exist for a moment 
without the remission of sins any more than the lightning flash 
without the thunder peal. To be repentant is “‘to be baptized 
into the remission of sins.’”” The Holy Ghost who gives repent- 
ance does, therewith, confer baptism, «/> ageow duaotiov. There- 
fore Peter preaches, ** Repent and (as its inseparable accompani- 


» 


142 CHRISTIC BAPTISM. 


ment) be baptized into the remission of sins.” There is no 
ellipsis to be supplied to make out the import of ‘“ baptized.” 
The occasion is too momentous for enigmatic speech. The way 
of salvation for souls cut to the heart” cannot be left for human 
supplement. Therefore the sine gua non condition, ‘t Repent!” 
is made to ring upon the ear; therefore, its inseparable and cheer- 
ing accompaniment, “and” (thereby) ‘be baptized into the re- 
mission of sins” is fully stated. There is no place for the telic 
use of ele. Its service is demanded in its primary signification. 
And its power is exhausted in bearing the penitent sinner out 
of a state of guilt into a new state of remission. The phraseology, 
‘Repent and be baptized into the remission of sins” is, in 
sentiment, nothing else than, Repent and be forgiven; but the 
sentiment is intensified by the form of expression, which teaches 
us, that as an object put into a fluid having some marked charac- 
teristic and remaining there is penetrated, pervaded, and imbued 
through every pore with such characteristic, thoroughly changing 
its former condition, so, a guilty soul is by repentance brought 
into a new state or condition, the characteristic of which (‘* the 
remission of sins’’) penetrates and pervades the soul in every 
part, subjecting it to its sweet influence. 

That the construction ‘ Repent and be baptized” does not in- 
dicate two things independent of each other (as repent and be 
immersed in water), but have the gracious relation of cause and 
effect, is shown by the parallel construction in Acts 3:19, * Re- 
pent and be converted (turn), that your sins may be blotted out 
(to the blotting out of your sins).” No one will say, that ‘ Re- 
pent” and “be converted” (turn) represent two independent 
acts, or will deny, that the latter is embraced in and proceeds 
from the former, as an effect is embraced in and proceeds from 
its cause. No man ever repented of sin with godly sorrow with- 
out turning from it; and no man ever turned from sin as required 
by Scripture, without being penitent, and being moved thereunto 
by repentance. These two passages serve not merely to illustrate 
this construction, but, no less, the baptism. The statement, 
“‘ Repent and be baptized into the remission of sins,” is reflected 
both in sentiment and in power (with difference of form) by that 
other statement (both made by the same speaker), ‘* Repent to 
the blotting out of your sins” (<l¢ rd eFalergOjvar) “ obliterated 
from the book or tablet where they are recorded” (Hackett). 
This figure of ‘‘ blotting out” has a power of expression not less 
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(of its kind) than “baptizing into,” and both are used for the 
same purpose, namely, to express in the strongest manner that 
language will allow, absolute forgiveness to the repenting sinner. 
If one seeking admission into the church should be required to 
make out a list of his sins, and then the admission should be 
consummated by ‘ blotting them out” by turning the ink-bottle 
over them, and no one be allowed to come to the communion 
table without this, the error would not be so great, nor the per- 
version of the figure so absolute, as in receiving a man into the 
church by dipping him into water, and excluding others because 
such blotting out would be conformable to the letter of the 
figure, while the conversion of a ‘ baptism” into a dipping is an 
utter abandonment of the letter and of the spirit. 

The telie use of ef¢ in the phrases BanriZew eis tiv Odhascay, eis 
agcow dyaptt@y, is unnatural, if not impossible, by reason of the 
essential nature both of the verb and the preposition. It is con- 
tradictory to universal Classic usage. It is as incongruous as to 
say, the ship entered unto, in order to, for the sea; or, the tiger 
penetrated unto, in order to, for the jungle. To enter, to pen- 
etrate, requires something ¢nto which entrance or penetration 
-shall be effected. In the phrase, ‘The horse entered for the 
cup,’ there is an ellipsis, into the race, for the cup. In the phrase, 
Be baptized «fs dgeow there can be no rational ellipsis, because 
“baptized into remission”? meets the demand naturally and ex- 
haustively both of verb and preposition; it gives a true meaning 
harmonious with all the teaching of Scripture. If, however, an 
ellipsis should be insisted upon, it must be such as expresses that 
into which the object of the verb passes. No ellipsis will meet 
the case in which im appears as a substitute for “into.” “ He 
entered the house” has not the force of the verb expressed by 
‘‘ He entered in the house.” That form says nothing of the power 
of the verb; it only declares position after the action of the verb 
has terminated; it leaves into still to be supplied —‘‘ He entered 
into, and so was in the house.” ‘The ellipsis, therefore, cannot 
here be 2 8édar-—* Be baptized (in water) for the remission of 
sins ’—because the force of the verb, as applied to an object in 
one condition, and to be brought out of such condition into a 
diverse condition, has no expression in 2, which is expressive 
simply of rest. Such phrase can only mean, an object being “7n 
water” was baptized info something else, or an object having been 
baptized into something else is left ‘‘¢n water.” It is a philological 
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impossibility for Baxrifw & Bdate to express the power of the verb 
as demanding the transference of its object out of one state into 
another state. But the alpha and the omega of the demand of 
Scripture baptism is, that the sinner shall pass ovT or a state of 
impenitence INTO a state of penitence, out of a condition of guilt 
into a condition of remission. To express this thought fazr:tw is 
used, and in its use the nature of the verb is carefully met by eés, 
and the nature of the resultant condition is explicitly stated by - 
the regimen of the preposition—farrifw & Bdatt cig petauolay. 
We are thus guarded by divine wisdom (both by philology and 
grammatical law) against the error which should attribute to & 
Sdate the office of expressing the demand of the verb to the dis- 
placement of e?s wetavotav. To guard against a farther error, which 
would give to é Udatt a power (where assigned to its own sphere 
of symbol agency) which did not belong to it, John is taught by 
the Holy Ghost to say, instructively and warningly, ‘‘Z baptize 
into repentance, 2» date; this is all that I can do, but there cometh 
one after me mightier than I, he shall baptize into repentance, é 
” In view of such express statement, and such ex- 
plicit instruction, might not the Author of inspiration well ask, 
‘‘ What more could I have done for the true interpretation of this 
passage than that I have done?” 

To supply by ellipsis é& Ivedpmare “Ayt@ as expressing the gram- 
matical demand of the verb, is as objectionable as is ¢& tdat:; but, 
so far as agency (adequate to fulfil the demand of the verb carry- 
ing its object ef¢ ageow dyaptedy) is concerned, it is not only un- 
objectionable, but must be supplied, except as it may be regarded 
as already comprehended in repentance, which is “the gift of 
God” and the work of the Holy Ghost, therefore properly made 
representative of the power which bears the soul out of its guilt 
into the remission of its sins. 

The telic use of efs with fazr’{m may, very confidently, be de- 
clared to have no existence, whether in the Scriptures or out of 
the Scriptures. The full form (expressed or understood) is that 
given by Clement of Alexandria (II, 1212): “*’Ex swgpocbyys eis 
ropvetay PartiZovet, they baptize out of chastity into fornication.” 
Who would think of translating this phrase, ‘* They baptize out 
of temperance unto, for, in order to, fornication?” Professor 
Wilson, of Belfast (On Baptism, page 341) says: “The render- 
ing of ets after faztifw, or any of its derivatives by ‘for,’ as in 
‘I baptize ele vetavocav,’ and ‘Baptism of repentance ele dageow 
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dyaptt@y,’ we consider wholly unauthorized. The correct transla- 
tion is znto.” 

"Ext t@ dvdyate Inood Xptstod. Upon the name of Jesus Christ. 
Alexander Campbell (On Baptism, p. 154) says: ‘‘SanriSw and 
ext so perfectly disagree as never to be found construed in amity 
in any Greek author, sacred or profane.” This verb and prepo- 
sition are not unfrequently conjoined, although the preposition 
does not appear as an exponent of the verb. The usage is in- 
structive as bearing on the present passage, and therefore some ex- 
amples will be presented. Judith (12:17): ‘&@axtiSero ext tis mny7Is 
baptized herself upon the fountain.” The preposition expresses 
that upon which Judith rested when she baptized herself. Every 
“fountain ” has “a lip,” an edge, on which one can stand and be 
baptized. Clement of Alexandria (1, 1352) says: ‘It is a custom 
of the Jews éx) xotry BartiZecda to be baptized upon a couch.” 
The preposition points out that woon which the Jew rested when 
he received baptism; he rested upon a couch. Matt. 3:13. “Jesus 
comes from Galilee ém tov lopddvyy Baxtis0jva.” He comes from 
Galilee toward the Jordan, and when he reached it he rests upon 
it (every river, like every fountain, has ‘‘a lip,” an edge, a bank, 
upon which one can stand) to be baptized. These examples pre- 
sent a physical basis on which the baptized rested. The case 
under consideration exhibits the moral basis upon which the soul 
must rest in receiving the baptism into the remission of sins. 
The Jew may rest upon the edge of a fountain, or upon the edge 
of a couch, in being baptized out of ceremonial impurity into cere- 
monial purity; but the soul to be baptized out of guilt into the 
remission of sins must rest, not upon repentance (as any meri- 
torious or ultimate ground), but must rest upon that Namg, “ which 
is the only name given under heaven whereby we must be saved,” 
Jesus Curist. It was faith in the fountain’s edge as able, physi- 
cally, to sustain her, that led Judith to rest confidently upon it; 
for like reason the Jew rested confidently upon his couch as able, 
physically, to sustain him; and the soul believing that Jesus 
Christ is able, morally, to sustain all who rest upon him, does 
confidently accept the preaching of Peter, declaring that every 
penitent sinner, resting upon Jusus CuRist, as an atoning Re- 
deemer, shall thereby be baptized into the remission of sins. 

This is the one exclusive doctrine of Christianity. It is the 
sole doctrine of salvation, more or less fully unfolded from the 
first page to the last page of the Bible. It is the clear and only 
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doctrine of Peter under the severest interpretation. And any 
other doctrine, directing the sinner ‘“‘cut to the heart” to look 
for a ‘baptism into the remission of sins” from any other source 
save repentance toward God and faith upon the Lord Jesus Christ, 
is ‘another’ Gospel. 

Alexander Campbell and Dr. Pusey are alike mistaken when 
they suppose that the evangelical preacher would rather turn ‘‘to 
some other teaching of Scripture than this” when answering the 
ery, ‘‘ What must we do to be saved?” No Scripture ts more 
full of condensed evangelical truth. It illuminates, as with the 
light of seven suns, the way of salvation. It is the light of the 
knowledge of the glory of God in the face of Jesus Curist which 
shines through it all. It is an inscription worthy to be written 
not in gold, but in the more precious blood of the Lamb, upon the 
posts and lintel of the doorway into the new and perfect dispen- 
sation. And any preacher who cannot preach the faithfully in- 
terpreted preaching of Peter, but will substitute for it—be dipped 
in water or be ritually baptized in any form, may some day under- 
stand that it would have been better for him had his tongue cleaved 
to the roof of his mouth than that it should ever have uttered such 
things. 


Baptist Quarterly. 


The following article on this passage appeared as an “ Exeget- 
ical Study,” in the Baptist Quarterly, October, 1871: 

“ Banticlitw ets dgsow dpaptiév. What is the meaning and force 
of the preposition eés in connection with BazriZew? Does the usus 
loquendi of the New Testament justify or allow such a rendering 
as be baptized for or in order to? The proper way to determine 
this is to marshal all the passages in which the preposition ef¢ is 
used in connection with baptize. They are not very numerous, 
and below will be found an example of every case in the New 
Testament, omitting duplicate passages for the sake of brevity.” 
Here follows a quotation, from the common English Bible, of the 
following passages—Matt. 3:11, Matt. 23:19, Mark 1:9, Luke 
3325.8, Acts’2:38, Rom. 6:3, 4,71 Con 1078, 8 Cor 127138, 
Galat. 3: 27—with a remark, “Our English translators” (and 
Baptist Bible also) ‘have given us as a rendering of one Greek 
preposition, four words, for, in, into, unto; and so greatly ob- 
scured the Greek simplicity.” The same passages are then re 
peated, in the same form, with the exception of the introduction 
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of efs, untranslated. He then remarks, ‘If the correct rendering 
of Acts 2:38 is be baptized in order to remission, it will be useful 
to put this translation in all the passages, and see if it will make 
good sense.” The quotations are again repeated with the substi- 
tution of zn order to. The judgment pronounced is this: ‘It is 
obvious that nonsense is made by this translation in nearly every 
passage. If in order to be the translation of Acts 2:38 it is 
plainly an exception to almost every other passage; and thus we 
are presented with the absurd postulate that Peter on the Day of 
Pentecost used an expression conveying a meaning entirely dif: 
ferent from the common usus loquendi of the words employed; 
and this, too, when he was laying down the fundamental demands 
of Jesus Christ for participation in the blessings of the Reign of 
Heaven. The conclusion, therefore, follows that IN ORDER TO is 
not the proper translation here. Let the reader put the word For 
in the place of IN ORDER TO, and it makes as much nonsense as 
the other in most of the passages given. 

‘‘ But, now, suppose we translate </> in all these passages by 
the English preposition into, which is its nearest representative, 
and see what is the result. In every case it makes good sense, 
and gives us the key out of this doctrinal labyrinth. Peter said 
to the penitent Jews, on the Day of Pentecost, ‘ Repent, and be 
baptized every one of you, in the name of Jesus Christ into the 
remission of sins.’ In this he gives an inspired model for all 
gospel preachers. We all may and must direct all truly penitent 
and believing souls to be baptized INTO the pardon of sins; but 
not for or in order to pardon. 

“ And now, having a word which gives us the meaning of the 
original Greek, let us ascertain its doctrinal value. What is the 
doctrinal value of being baptized 1nro the forgiveness of sins? 
It is clear that it does not mean that these people were to receive 
pardon by being baptized. Look, now, at all the passages again, 
and see whether in any case the noun which follows the preposi- 
tion eis refers to anything the subjects of baptism were to receive. 
John’s converts did not receive repentance by being baptized 
tnro it. When John dipped penitents 1nro the Jordan it was not 
for the purpose of swallowing a portion of the stream. When the 
Great Commission directs that all believers shall be baptized” 
(= dipped?) “‘1nTo the name of the Triune God, it isnot something 
they are to receive. When the Jews were baptized” (= dipped ?) 
“two Moses, just as when Christians are now baptized” 
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(=dipped?) “170 Christ, into his death, into his body, in no 
case does it express as the terminus ad quem some personal favor 
which the baptized receive in the act. 

So Acts 2:38 does not teach that the believing Jews should 
be baptized ” (= dipped?) ‘IN ORDER TO be pardoned of their sins. 
Nothing, indeed, is said of their individual sins. They were to 
be baptized” (= dipped?) ‘“1nTo the remission of sins; and the 
usus loquendi demands that we give no more personal application 
to the words than in the kindred phrases, baptism” (= dipping ?) 
‘tyro repentance; INTO the name of the Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit; 1vto the Jordan; 1nTo Christ; INTO his death; INTO his 
body; rvro Moses in the cloud and in the sea. Therefore we 
conclude that Christian baptism” (= dipping?) “is Into Christ, 
INTO his death, 1nTo his body, 1nTo forgiveness; but it is not IN 
ORDER THAT the baptized may receive any one of these. 

‘But this is merely negative. If our view be correct, it is 
wrong to regard this text as teaching baptism” (= dipping?) “Sas 
a condition of forgiveness. What, then, is the affirmative idea in- 
volved in the expression, ‘Be baptized 1nTo the forgiveness of 
sins?’ We answer: If is a highly tropical expression, designed to 
set forth the teaching of baptism, its doctrinal relation to the Trinity, 
to Christ, to his death, to the forgiveness of sins. When John the 
Baptist is said historically to have baptized his converts INTO the 
Jordan, literally dipped them into Jordan, we have the bare and lit- 
eral fact. When he is said to baptize” (= dip?) ‘“1nTo repentance, 
we have a tropical use of the very same language. So when bap- 
tism ” (= dipping?) ‘tis said to be 1nTo Christ, Into pardon, there 
is the tropical use of language which literally means to dip into a 
substance. To dip a child into the sea conveys to us a plain and 
literal image; to dip a penitent man INTO Christ, INTO his death, 
INTO the body, INTO the pardon of sins, is undoubtedly highly poetic 
and figurative language, but its tropical use ought to convey no 
idea radically different from its literal. It must never be for- 
gotten that the radical idea of baptism is a@ dipping into. Hence 
its relations to Christ, to his death, to pardon, to his body, would 
naturally find expression in such expressions as baptizing” 
(= dipping ?) “into these.”T. J. M. 

This “exegetical study” is given at length, because it is desir- 
able to know the views held by those represented by the Baptist 
QUARTERLY on this most itoportant passage. 

From this ** study” we learn: 1. The éelic use of ets with PaztiZw, 
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whether in this passage or in any other is rejected as ‘‘ nonsense.” 
Whether this is the best term to characterize the “for” of the 
Baptist Quarto version, or the “in order to” of Professor Hack- 
ett, in his Commentary, is doubtfuk Some things are erroneous 
in their. nature, and pernicious in their tendency, while they are 
not ‘‘nonsensical” in their logic. Whoever believes that Peter 
preached, ‘‘ Repent and be immersed in or (as T. J. M. says it 
should be) dipped into watER for the remission of sins” believes, 
I think, an error most unscriptural in its nature and most. per- 
nicious in its tendency; and if the Baptist Quarterly can prove, 
in addition to this, that'it is ‘‘ nonsense,” no one need complain. 

2. The “study ” says, this preposition, with the verb, can only 
be truly translated by ‘‘into” in every passage of the New Tes- 
tament. In this conclusion we cordially concur, as to every case 
in which the preposition originates in the verb, and has in regi- 
men the complement of the verb. In this judgment, however, 
T. J. M. is against the Baptist Bible Translators generally, and 
against Dr. Conant in particular, as arguing against the transla- 
tion of Bazrtlew eis by * baptized into” in Matt. 28: 19. 

3. “*The doctrinal value of baptized 1nTo the forgiveness of 
sins:” (1.) Negatively: ‘‘It does not mean that these people 
were to receive pardon by being baptized.” Proof: ‘‘ John’s con- 
verts did not receive repentance by being baptized INTO it.” 
‘¢ John’s converts ” were made by the Holy Ghost and every con- 
vert by the Holy Ghost was “ baptized into repentance” and did 
so receive from that Divine Agent godly sorrow for sin. ‘* When 
John dipped penitents 1nro the Jordan, it was not for the pur- 
pose of swallowing a portion of the stream.” No, nor did Join 
“dip penitents Into the Jordan” on any better authority than 
that of T. J. M. The phrase eis ’/updaqy never occurs in connec- 
tion with the ‘ dipping,” or the immersing, or the baptizing of 
“penitents.” It occurs only in connection with the baptism of 
Christ, and then the preposition does not originate in Bazt:Zw but 
in the verb of motion which brings the Saviour from Galilee. To 
say, that ‘‘baptism Inro repentance,” “ baptism INTO the remis- 
sion of sins,” ‘¢ baptism 1nTo Christ,” conveys nothing to the bap- . 
tized, is not “ nonsense,” it is absurd-sense ; it is a contradiction 
in terms. It is also an express contradiction of Scripture, which 
declares that ‘as many have been baptized 1nTo Christ have put 
on Christ.” It makes Peter’s preaching a farce. Men charged 
with “taking THe Curist of God and by wicked hands crucify. 
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ing and slaying him,” cut to the heart, cry out, ‘‘ What must we 
do” to wash our hands and souls of blood. And Peter’s answer, 
“ Repent and be baptized 1nTo the remission of sins,” we are 
told, means nothing! They receive nothing—no, not so much as 
“swallowing a portion of Jordan’s stream.” And when A\lci- 
biades threatened to baptize Eupolis «into the sea, did his threat 
mean that he was ‘to receive nothing,” no, not so much as a 
mouthful of salt water, by such baptism? And when Josephus 
says: * Gedaliah was baptized into insensibility,” does h& mean 
that he “received nothing” by such baptism? And when Clem- 
ent speaks of men “baptized into fornication,” does he mean 
that they ‘“‘ received nothing” by such baptism? And when the 
Holy Ghost teaches us that the end of the provision of the gospel 
is, that the guilty and the perishing may be baptized ‘into 
Curist,” is it that they may “‘ receive nothing” by such baptism ? 
And when, as the consummation of all, a redeemed world shall 
have been baptized “ into the name of the Father, and of the Son, 
and of the Holy Ghost,” will it be that in their emptiness they 
may take up the ery, ‘‘ We have received nothing”? The theory 
can no more master the language of Scripture, than a newborn 
babe can wield the sword of Philistia’s Giant. (2.) ** But this is 
merely negative. What, aflirmatively, does ‘ Be baptized into the 
forgiveness of sins’ teach? We answer: It 7s a highly tropical 
expression, designed to set forth the teaching of baptism, its doc- 
trinal relation to the Trinity, to Christ, to his death, to the forgive- 
ness of sins.” 

I give the passage, as it appears, in wording, in punctuation, 
and in underscoring, and if as an answer to the self-proposed 
question, it be not the purest ‘“‘ nonsense ’’ (empty and void of 
all sense) it is at least the truest illustration of “‘a stone given 
to the hungry for bread, and a serpent given for a fish.” 

4. But T. J. M. enters a plea, that while there is but an empty 
void out of which nothing is to be received in a dipping into 
Christ, and into the forgiveness of sins, through his redeeming 
blood, still, the language has this to commend it—* it is highly 
poetic and figurative” (!). Perhaps Peter was a poet. TT. J. M. 
says, he is “highly poetic” at Pentecost. Perishing sinners 
. crying out for redemption, are answered in “ poetry and figure,” 
out of which they can “receive nothing.” 

5. “It must never be forgotten that the radical idea of baptism 
is a dipping into.” The doctrine in this statement is no novelty. 
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It was the faith of Roger Williams two hundred and fifty years 
ago, as shown by a treatise entitled “‘ Dipping is Baptizing and 
Baptizing is Dipping,” then circulated by him. In the year 1645 
“A Treatise on Dipping” was issued by A. Barber, London. 
In 1611 Gale says: “‘Dipping only is Baptism.” And in the 
same year ‘“‘the venerable Booth” says: ** Jehovah makes use of 
a term which properly signifies dipping.” F. A. Cox, London, 
1824, says: “The idea of dipping is in every instance.” Dr. 
“Carson, Philadelphia Baptist Board of Publication, 1853, says: 
‘* My position is that it always signifies to dip, and nothing but 
dip, through all Greek literature.” The translator of the Baptist 
Version of Mark and Luke says: “It has been settled that there 
is no difference, as to signification, between fdrtrw and fBaxtiZw.” 
The translator of the Baptist Version of Acts says: ‘ Being 
words of aciton and not of mode, they can have but one literal 
and proper meaning.” He adds, *‘ faztw occurs in the New Tes- 
tament three times, always translated by dip.”’ These statements 
are identical with those of T. J. M., as to the signification of the 
word—“ the idea of baptism is a dipping into,” and consequently 
this ‘“‘idea’”’ has been broached by a historical succession of 
writers from Gale, 1611, to T. J. M., 1871, through a period of 
two hundred and sixty years. This “idea” of dipping has not 
been loosely and inconsiderately introduced, but as ‘“‘radical to 
baptism.” It has been specifically defended as ‘the only literal 
and proper meaning,” on the ground that the verb expressed 
“‘ action,” and therefore could not have any second, literal mean- 
ing. That the distinctive meaning of “dip” and nothing else 
was the “idea,” is conclusively established by the fact that the 
notion of a resurrection in baptism is grounded in that feature of 
dip which brings its object out of a fluid after a momentary in- 
troduction into it. Sink does not bring its object out of a fluid, 
plunge does not bring its object out of a fluid, overwhelm does 
not bring its object out of a fluid, immerse does not bring its ob- 
ject out of a fluid, but “dip” does, and consequently neither 
sink, nor plunge, nor overwhelm, nor immerse can furnish a basis 
for a resurrection. It follows therefore, that neither of these 
words can express the Greek verb, or there is no resurrection in 
baptism. But there is another historical aspect of this matter. 
After ‘the idea of baptism as a dipping” has been insisted upon 
as “the meaning,” ‘the only meaning that can be,” it is thence- 
forward treated as an intruder and cast out of nearly every trans- 
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lation, while the right opposites (as to characteristic meaning) 
sink, plunge, overwhelm, immerse, fill its place. The evidence of 
this is found in the fact that Dr. Dagg in fifty cases of the usage 
of the Greek verb never once translates it dip. Dr. Conant in a 
hundred like cases translates it so rarely by dip, that the number 
could be counted on the fingers of your hand. And in the Bap- 
tist Version of the New Testament, while Gdzzw is always trans- 
lated dip, fantiZw (with the exception of Mark 10: 38, 39, trans- 
lated endure) is always translated zmmerse. . x 

This conflict between principle and practice can have no rational 
reconciliation. Dip and immerse can never be equivalents in pri- 
mary meaning until definite action becomes the equivalent of 
indefinite action, or limited time becomes the equivalent of un- 
limited time, or feebleness becomes the equivalent of power. In 
the figurative and secondary use of the Greek verb there is not 
the faintest shadow from dip falling on that usage. It is invari- 
ably expressive of power and not feebleness. 

This exhibit receives confirmation from the Baptist Quarterly 
itself. In the April number, 1869, p. 143, we read thus: ‘We 
repeat with emphasis for the consideration of our Baptist brethren: 
Christian baptism is no mere literal and senseless ‘dipping,’ assur- 
ing the frightened candidate of a safe exit from the water; it is a 
symbolical immersion.”” Thus under the hard pressure of con- 
demning usage, dipping (that once priceless pearl which has 
adorned the brow of the theory for two centuries and a half) is 
cast away into the very sharpest acid as a “senseless ” thing, and 
dissolves into an ‘‘immersion.” But this same Quarterly (Octo- 
ber, 1871, p. 488) says: ‘It must never be forgotten that the 
radical idea of baptism is a dipping into.” Now, what shall we 


~ conclude when this learned periodical declares through one of its 


writers, that a dipping baptism is ‘ senseless,” and through an- 
other, pronounces “dipping” the very thing which lies at the 
root of baptism? The only answer to be given is this: The usage 
of the Greek word compelled, in the first case, the abandonment 
of dipping as “senseless,” while the iron demand of the theory 
that ‘‘ John’s converts should be dipped into the Jordan” required, 
in the second case, that the outcast and ‘ senseless” dipping 
should (for the occasion at least) be again taken into favor. 

dn applying the doctrine of the Baptist Quarterly of 1869, p. 
149. The law of God in Revelation sends the Baptist down into 
the waters of immersion; the equally imperative law of God in 
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nature brings him safely out ’—to the baptism under considera- 
tion, this question arises: “If the God of Revelation sent these 
sinners of Pentecost down into the remission of sins for an ‘im- 
mersion,’ did the God in nature imperatively bring them out”? 
If brought out did they come out in a state of nature (‘‘not having 
swallowed so much as a mouthful” of remission) or in a state of 
grace? Ifin a state of nature, what benefit comes from this ‘im- 
mersion” any more than from T. J. M.’s dipping, which ‘ gives 
nothing ”? If the sinner is baptized by the Holy Ghost into a 
condition of remitted sin, why should he by any ‘‘ imperative law 
of nature” be brought out of that condition? Why not let him 
stay in that condition in which the God of Revelation and the 
“Greek farriZw put him? 

There is nothing in this ‘‘ Exegetical Study ” to win us to * Re- 
pent and -be dipped into water in the name of Jesus Christ ¢nto 
the remission of sins.” We prefer the wisdom and grace of God 
as in the great announcement— Repent and be baptized, upon 
the name of Jesus Christ, into the remission of sins.” Repent- 
ance, the work of the Holy Ghost, being the immediate cause of 
the baptism; *“‘upon” involving faith which unites to Christ the 
meritorious foundation, and “remission of sins” the state of 
gracious pardon into which we are introduced by ‘the God of 
Revelation,” and out of which no “ God of nature” will ever with- 
draw us. 


THE BAPTISM RECEIVED. 


Acts 2:41. 
Ol pév obv dopévac arodefduevor Tov Adyov abrov éBanriobyoay Kat tpooeréOjoay 
Th ypepa éxelvg, puyat woel tpioxihca. 
“Then they that gladly received his word were baptized, and were added 
(to the Lord) that day about three thousand souls.” 


THE BAPTISM PREACHED BY PETER RECEIVED BY THE 
REPENTING AND BELIEVING. 


‘In this passage ‘‘baptized” stands without association with 
any word immediately explanatory of its nature. In such case 
the word itself, in consequence of varied use, is incompetent for 
any specific self-explanation. 
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Plutarch (see Classic Baptism, p. 306) gives, without explana- 
tion, the following quotation: ‘‘°Ore todz tapias ednttoey, Because 
he baptized the stewards, being not stewards, but sharks.” In such 
case, not having any context to enlighten, we must be in the dark 
as to the specific character of the baptism. It may be a physical 
baptism, drowning them in the sea making them food for sharks, 
as they like sharks had fed on others. It might be a baptism in 
kind with their rapacity, stripping them of their rapacious gains, 
and bringing them into poverty. It might be a mental or moral 
baptism, by the open exposure of their unjust greed. Either of 
these baptisms would suit the case, and they are all, and many 
others, Classic baptisms; but which, if either, is the baptism in 
fact, none can tell. Now in the Scriptures we have diverse bap- 
tisms, and more especially we have the intimately related, yet, in 
value, the infinitely diverse baptisms by the Spirit, thoroughly 
changing the condition of the soul, and by water symbolizing the 
nature of such change. In all ordinary cases it is necessary that 
every penitent sinner believing upon the Lord Jesus Christ should 
receive both of these baptisms, viz., the real baptism by the Holy 
Ghost, which is exhibited by repentance and faith, and the sym- 
bol baptism by water, which betokens that changed, purified con- 
dition of soul out of which repentance and faith do flow. From 
the obligation upon all Christians to receive both these baptisms 
(the invisible reality and the visible symbol of that reality) and 
their ordinary coexistence, there is an essential difficulty in deter- 
mining to which baptism reference is made when it is said of any 
one or of any number of penitent sinners—" they were baptized.” 
Such language may refer directly and exclusively to baptism by 
the Holy Ghost ‘into repentance,” ‘‘into the remission of sins,” 
‘into Christ,” leaving unstated the reception of the rite which 
symbolizes such baptism ; or this language may refer directly and 
exclusively to the symbol baptism, and leave unstated the anterior 
spiritual baptism. In such case we must learn the nature of the 
baptism from the context, and supply, accordingly, the ellipsis 
from other fuller statements of Scripture, or we must forever re- 
main in ignorance as to the definite character of the baptism. 

An illustration of this possible difficulty is furnished by 1 Cor. 
15:29: ‘*What shall they do who are baptized for the dead, 
of BarteZépevoe Snép tov vexpav.” Whether this baptism be a ritual 
baptism, or whether it be a baptism of a wholly different character 
into which the reception of a rite does not enter, never has been 
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definitely determined among commentators, and probably never 
will be, any more than the baptism in Plutarch. 

No one can say, that the language in Acts 2:41 is self-deter- 
mining as to the nature of the baptism. It may, so far as its own 
terms are concerned, refer exclusively to the baptism of the soul 
by the Holy Spirit, or the baptism of the body by symbol water. 
The context must determine between the two, or we must remain 
in ignorance. 


Was it a dipping into Water ? 


_ All who reject the theory which teaches that Christian baptism 

is a dipping into water, might be well content to allow this state- 
ment to pass without questioning for a ritual baptism, if their 
aim were merely to embarrass an opponent and not to attain and 
vindicate the truth. For never had any theory difficulties, as 
mountain upon mountain piled up upon it, like that which bur- 
dens itself with the necessity for dipping these three thousand 
into water, ‘that day.” 

1. Among the difficulties of the case is the fact that water is 
neither mentioned in the passage nor in the context. This is not 
met by saying it is implied in *‘ baptized ;” because the context 
speaks of a baptism without water in contrast with a baptism 
with water—‘ John baptized with water, but ye shall be baptized 
with the Holy Ghost.” The baptism without water is that of 
which the context speaks as executed. Water cannot be put into 
‘‘ baptized” by assumption. 2. No one ever suggested that there 
was water in the house or around the house into which these 
thousands could be dipped. And the assumption that they went 
somewhere else for the dipping may be very convenient to meet 
an exigency, but it would be worth more as evidence, if it could 
be found in the record. 3. It being admitted, that somewhere in 
or around Jerusalem there was ‘‘ much water,” is no help to this 
dipping. It is an assumption without evidence and against evi- 
dence, that reservoirs of water gathered for city purposes would 
have been available for dipping three thousand men into them. 
4. If the enemies of the Lord Jesus Christ who seven weeks 
before planted his Cross on Calvary, and in less time took these 
very men and imprisoned and scourged them, are now ready to 
put the city water-pools at their disposal for the administration 
of the distinctive rite of this hated sect, still, it remains to be 
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shown, that Peter and the people were in a condition to avail 
themselves of this the most extraordinary courtesy from deadly 
enemies the world ever knew. There is no evidence that a man 
or woman had ever received ritual baptism in Jerusalem. There 
is no evidence that the Apostles sought a public exercise of their ~ 
ministry during the days of their tarrying at Jerusalem. The 
Apostles came together without the remotest idea of baptizing 
any one. The people came together with, if possible, still less 
idea of being baptized. We ask proof that the disciples\and 
people were in a condition to avail themselves of this assumed 
marvellous change tipon the part of their enemies. 5. Supposing 
that the enemies of the Cross of Christ put the city reservoirs at 
the disposal of the men whom to-morrow they will imprison and 
scourge, and ‘‘straitly charge no more to speak” in that hated 
name, and that the Apostles are ready.to enter upon the work 
leading three thousand men into the drinking reservoirs (some or 
all) of the city, what is to be done in the matter of dress? 

In a dipping into water this is as necessary to be provided for 
as the water. In later times Jews and Christians put their con- 
verts into the water naked. This would be one way of solving 
the dress question. Were they dipped into water in the same 
dress with which they came to the meeting? If so, did they go 
home through the streets in their dripping apparel? Did they 
go home to get a change of apparel? Where did they go through 
the process of disrobing and enrobing? Were there any females 
among these three thousand? Did the enemies of Christianity 
make special provision for their privacy? 6. If the Jerusalemites 
who yesterday cried ‘* Crucify” the Master, do to-day put their 
city reservoirs at the service of his disciples, and do open their 
public rooms or their private houses to three thousand dripping 
men and women to go into their chambers, still, who are to be 
the baptizers? The record does not say that the Apostles bap- 
tized one. Who will say that they could baptize all? But where 
the inspired record is silent human utterances are loud. We are 
told, that ‘“‘ the seventy” could help; and if that were not enough, 
where were the ‘one hundred and twenty”? I have not heard it 
suggested that the angel who “‘ went down into the pool of Be- 
thesda” was doubtless close at hand, and as it is not said that 
the Apostles, or the Seventy, or the One hundred and twenty, 
performed the dipping, it may have been all done by this strong 
Angel, alone. But this addition to the text may be held as a 


WAS IT A DIPPING INTO WATER? 157 


reserve force. It is, no doubt, worth quite as much as the other 
addenda. 7. But supposing that “ the Twelve,” and ‘the Seventy,” 
and “the One hundred and twenty” were enough to dip three 
thousand men, I ask, if they were adequate to the public dipping 
into water of one woman, if there was so much as one woman 
among these thousands? Where is the evidence that such a 
thing was ever done by divine authority under Judaism, or was ever 
inculeated under Christianity ? It will not do to cover over this 
- very serious point by saying, all disciples are to be dipped into 
water, women are disciples, and therefore women must be dipped 
into water. We deny the dipping altogether; and sustain the de- 
nial by the absence of fact, and precept, and the pronounced im- 
propriety by the age as to the dipping of females into water, pub- 
licly, by mea. It will as little do to say, that those who practice 
the public dipping of females by men into water see no impro- 
priety in it.. Females were dipped naked into water for a thousand 
years, and they who did it ‘‘saw no impropriety in it.” All see 
the impropriety now. And the feeling of the million, to-day, is 
against the becomingness of the public dipping of women into 
water by men. And this feeling, with solid evidence, we put as 
a difficulty ia the way of the dipping into water of the females 
among the three thousand. 8. As a final difficulty, in making all 
these de novo arrangements, the dipping into water of these thou- 
sands was to be consummated “that day.” The record is express 
and explicit on this point, as to the baptism announced, whatever 
that baptism may be. The baptism and the addition was (é, Cod. 
Sin.) within “that day.” 

The attempt to sustain the dipping into water of these three 
thousand, as disciples of the rejected Christ, in the city reservoirs 
of Jerusalem, dependent upon its Cross-hating citizens for priv- 
acy to change their dripping apparel, or walking up and down 
the streets to find a thousand “ bath-tubs” to meet the exigency, 
seems to me one of the most irrational things that men ever un- 
dertook. And this without one word, in text or context, of evi- 
dence to sustain the mad endeavor. If it had been said, that 
these persons were baptized in the Mediterranean, that they were 
transported thither as Philip was transported to Azotus after the 
baptism of the Eunuch, and that the baptism was performed by 
“the angel that went down into the pool and troubled the water,” 
it would have been just as well sustained by Scripture, and quite 
as readily believed (with half the training) by those who now 
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believe that three thousand men and women were that day dip- 
ped into water in Jerusalem. 


Was it a Ritual Baptism in any form? 


In attempting to show that this was not a ritual baptism in any 
form we are under no temptation to make a point against dipping, 
but the reverse. If the attempt should be successful, we might 
expect the warm thanks of the friends of the theory for relieving _ 
them from the dire necessity of maintaining one of the most 
flagrant violations of probability, not to say possibility, ever 
undertaken by rational men. While the reception of these thou- 
sands, that day, into the church by dipping into water, is im- 
probable to absurdity, for reasons both moral and physical, their 
reception by any ritual form whatever is, for moral considerations 
mainly, not without embarrassment. These thousands were all 
personally strangers to the Apostles, mostly from foreign lands, 
Parthians, Medes, Elamites, Mesopotamians, Cretes, Arabians, 
etc., etc. An hour before they were mockers of the work of the 
Holy Ghost, and declared the Apostles to be drunk. Now, is 
there moral fitness in the reception of such men into the church 
by a rite without any persoual intercourse to learn their moral 
condition? But the passage states that the baptism was grounded 
in the ‘glad reception of the word” preached. If the baptism 
was the work of the Apostles, then this knowledge must also be 
the knowledge of the Apostles; and if so, then it must have been 
obtained either by divine illumination or by personal intercourse; 
but if by a personal intercourse touching repentance and faith, 
the knowledge of Christ and the duty of baptism, then, how could 
the addition of three thousand be made “that day”? If it be 
said, that the knowledge was by divine illumination, then, it is an 
addition to the inspired record to meet a difficulty which may be 
as human in its origin as is the addition. Again; while Alexander 
Campbell, believing that dipping into water is for the forgiveness 
of sins on the same plane with Repentance and faith, and Dr. 
Pusey, believing that ritual baptism is for the regeneration of the 
soul, may feel the need of introducing this rite under any the 
most adverse circumstances, yet, the evangelical world, which has 
no such faith, must feel that the crowding of a ritual baptism 
into ‘that day” is something remarkable, if not inexplicable. 

Let us, then, inquire whether this baptism may not be that 
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other baptism which is by the Holy Ghost, and whether it may 
not better adjust itself to the words and to the facts of the case. 


Was this Baptism by the Holy Spirit ? 


1. They were baptized. It is unnecessary to say a word in 
proof that this language may express a baptism by the Holy 
Spirit. It is a matter of universal admission that there is a bap- 
tism by the Holy Spirit, and that this baptism is designated by 
the same word as is used in the case of a ritual baptism. Such 
baptism, therefore, may be expressed here, and the inquiry is 
legitimate, whether what may be true is not true in fact. The 

- affirmative is sustained: 1. By the negative evidence that neither 
in the text nor in the context is baptism by water mentioned. 2. 
By the positive evidence that in the context (1:5) baptism by the 
Holy Ghost is spoken of to the express exclusion of baptism by 
water—“ John-baptized with water, but ye shall be baptized with 
the Holy Ghost not many days hence.” It is a matter of univer- 
sal admission that this promised baptism was received ‘that day.” 
If it should be said, ‘* This promise has direct and special refer- 
ence to the Apostles,” the answer is: This is true, the Apostles did 
receive a first and special baptism of the Holy Ghost ‘ that day,” 
qualifying them for their office; but in discharging the duties of 
that office, the first words of Peter are a declaration that this 
baptism was not to be limited to the Apostles. This statement 
is sustained by quoting (2:17) the prophet Joel—“ It shall come 
to pass in the last days, I will pour out of my Spirit upon all flesh, 
and your sons and your daughters shall prophesy ... and on 
my servants and my handmaidens [ will pour out of my Spirit... 
and whosoever shall call on the name of the Lord shall be saved.” 
The promise, then, of the Lord Jesus Christ to be fulfilled “* not 
many days” hence, was a republication and special application 
of the promise through Joel a half thousand years before of the 
baptism of ‘all flesh” by the Holy Spirit, which had a primary 
and special fulfilment in the case of these thousands. It is, then, 
a settled point, that, not only was a baptism by the Holy Spirit 

" promised and received that day, but it was promised unto and re- 

ceived by these thousands; v.39, ‘ For the promise is unto you and 
to your children.” Unless, now, there can be positive evidence, 
that there was another baptism, wholly diverse from this, namely, 
by water, this baptism (which is in evidence by the most explicit 
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testimony) must stand as the baptism and the only baptism, of 
“that day.” 

They that gladly received his word. This states who were bap- 
tized, and why they were baptized. They were the three thou- 
sand; and the reason of their baptism was the ‘‘ glad reception 
of Peter’s word.” The question now arises, Is there any connec- 
tion between the ‘glad reception of the word” and baptism by 
the Iloly Ghost? The answer is, this is the very means by which 
the Holy Ghost convinces of sin, gives repentance, begets faith, 
regenerates the soul, baptizes ‘‘into Christ.” Therefore “the 
word” is preached. And ‘‘the word of God” is, by the Holy 
Ghost, made “quick and powerful, sharper than any two-edged 
sword, piercing even to the dividing asunder of soul and spirit.” 
“The word of God,” on this occasion, ‘* cut to the heart ” these 
thousands. And when thus convinced of sin, Peter uttered that 
cheering word—‘ Repent and you shall be baptized, through faith 
upon Jesus Christ, into the remission of sins.” This baptism 
cleansing from sin, is ‘* the washing of regeneration and renewing 
of the Holy Ghost” (Titus 3:5). ‘The word” of Peter calling 
to Repentance and faith being “gladly received,” the promise, 
grounded in that repentance and faith, was also received —*‘ they 
were baptized.” We have, then, a statement of the means, ade- 
quate and ordained, through baptism by the Holy Ghost, and that 
means bearing with divine energy upon these three thousand. 
Did “the word gone out of the mouth of God return unto bim 
void,” or did it *‘ accomplish that whereunto it was sent’? ? 

And were added. ?Efazxtiz0ycav zat rpocett0noay ** were baptized 
and were added.” ‘*Whoever baptized,” also ‘“‘added.” What- 
ever, in kind, was the baptism, such, in kind, was the addition. 
If the Apostles baptized ritually, the addition was to the Church 
visible. If the Iloly Ghost baptized really, the addition was to 
the Church invisible, and to its adorable Head. Have we any 
means of knowing the character of this addition? To whom or 
to what was it? The passage does not directly state. But light 
may be gathered from other passages close at hand. In this same 
chapter (v. 47) it is said, ‘* The Lord added to the Church daily 
such as should be saved.” If **the Lorp added” these, then we 
may believe it was “‘the Lord,” and not the Apostles, who ‘added ” 
those three thousand. If the Lord added “those” or * these,” 
he added them by the baptism of the Holy Ghost. Acts 5:14, 
“And believers” (upon the name of Jesus Christ) ‘“‘ were the 
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more added to the Lord.” If these believers upon the Lord 
were ‘added to the Lord,” then they were added to the invisi- 
ble church through its adorable Head, by baptism of the Holy 
Ghost. And if these “ multitudes both of men and women” were 
added to the Lord, then why not fhose three thousand? But if 
they were ‘‘ added to the Lord,” then they were not added by the 
Apostles through ritual baptism, but by the baptism of the Holy 
Ghost. Acts 11:24, “And much people was added unto the 
Lord.” In all these passages the Greek word ‘for ‘‘added” is 
the same. In every passage where the author of the addition is 
stated, that author is Divine. In every passage where that to 
which the addition is made is stated, it is to the Lord himself, or 
‘by the Lord to the church, necessitating a spiritual union with 
the invisible church. 

Having proved that souls are “added” by the Lord to the 
church through the Holy Ghost, and that souls are “added” to 
the Lord by the Holy Ghost, we claim, that these three thousand 
‘were baptized” by the Holy Ghost, and ‘“‘ were added” To THE 
Lorp by the same divine Agent. 

‘* The same day.” This limitation of time is a trouble to those 
who insist on three thousand being dipped into water without 
preparation on their part, or on that of any one else. Therefore 
Professor M. P. Jewett feels pressed to say (p. 42): ‘‘ We are not 
informed whether fifty, or five hundred, or more, were baptized 
on this occasion. . . . ‘The same day were added—not were bap- 
tized—about three thousand souls.’” Prof. Jewett is uncertain 
about “‘ fifty ” being baptized; he, probably, is pretty certain that 
so many as two were ‘‘ baptized,” inasmuch as the verb is in the 
plural number. A more searching exegesis would reveal a happier 
line of retreat from the troubles of dipping those who were ‘‘ BAP- 
TIZED and added that day.” 

Others, not believing in baptism by dipping, yet believing that 
it was ritual, have also felt embarrassed by the severe limitation, 
“that day.” Bishop Wilson says: ‘The same day, %. ¢., at that 
time, on account of that sermon; though they might not all be 
baptized in one day, but were at that time converted.” Bossuet 
says: ‘‘ Nothing obliges us to say that they were all baptized on 
the same day.” It is an unpleasant position to be in when, to 
maintain our views we are compelled to say, that we are not 

‘obliged ” to conform to the clear statement of Scripture. 
In the interpretation suggested we have given every word its 
11 
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scriptural value, and, in doing so, we find ourselves without the 
shadow of embarrassment, and the three thousand baptized and 
added (to the Lord) without asking for the extension of time one 
moment beyond ‘that day.” 

It hardly needs to be added, that this baptism by the Holy 
Spirit in that house or around that house, and the addition hereby 
made by the Lord to that church “ which is his body” on that 
day, does not preclude their being received by ritual baptism into 
the visible church some other day. ~ 

Our concern is to give interpretation to the baptism here 
announced, not to make provision for some other which is not 
announced. 

We have a cheerful confidence that a just consideration of this 
passage will lead to the conclusion that the BAPTISM which Peter 
preached—* into the remission of sins”—(not a baptism with 
water, nor a dipping into water) was precisely THAT baptism which 
these three thousand received. 

To those who suppose that these thousands were added to the 
visible church by ritual baptism, these questions may be proposed: 
Was there a visible Christian church in existence at Pentecost? 
Was there any one competent to organize a Christian church 
before Pentecost? Did not the divine Head of the church himself 
furnish the materials for a church organization, officers and mem- 
bers, “that day”? Was there a Christian organization effected, 
as well as tri-millenary baptism administered, “that day”? Were 
they organized and then baptized, or baptized and then organized? 

These are practical questions which arise out of the exigencies 
of the case, and which must receive satisfactory answers. 

* 


CHRISTIC BAPTISM: THE BAPTISM PREACHED 
INCORPORATED IN A RITE. 


BAPTISM, WITH WATER, INTO THE NAME OF THE LORD JESUS. 


RITUAL BAPTISM OF THE SAMARITANS. 
Acts 8: 12-16. 
—ypovov 68 BeBartiopévor bxApyxov cic Td dvoua Tov Kupiov ’Inood, 


‘* But when they believed Philip, preaching the things concerning the king- 
dom of God, and the name of Jesus Christ, they were baptized (éGarrifovro) 
both men and women. 

‘Then Simon himself believed also; and when he was baptized (Barriobelc), 
he continued with Philip, and wondered, beholding the miracles and signs 
which were done. . . . Only they were baptized (BeBantiopévor) into the name 
of the Lord Jesus.” 


THE FIRST STATED RITUAL BAPTISM UNDER CHRISTIANITY. 


THE baptism just considered, originally announced by Joel, 
reannounced as close at hand by Christ, interpreted and held 
forth in cheering promise by Peter, and now exhibited for the 
first time under Christianity, and revealed as endowing the 
Apostles for their wondrous work and extending remission of sin 
to the guilty and the perishing through repentance and faith upon 
Christ, has demanded special attention, because it is the baptism 
of the Holy Ghost and THE BAPTISM OF CHRISTIANITY. It stands 
forth, in the divine wisdom, not only as first in the order of time, 
but solitary and unapproachable in power and in excellence. The 
baptism now about to be considered justly claims special atten- 
tion, because it is the first ritual baptism under Christianity. 
Such attention is demanded not so much for considerations in- 
trinsic, as extrinsic; not so much for the inherent truth, as for 
the adherent error; not so much for that which is in its own sub- 
stance, as that of which its substance is the shadow. The ritual 
baptism of Christianity has no independent existence as a bap- 

( 168 ) 


164 CHRISTIC BAPTISM. 


tism. It is solely the adumbration of the baptism by the Holy 
Ghost. They are not two baptisms, the one spiritual and the 
other physical, but “one baptism,” the former real, the latter 
ritual, symbol of the real. They are no more two baptisms, di- 
verse in nature, than a rock and the shadow of that rock are two 
rocks, diverse in nature. Ritual baptism with water is not the 
effecting of a physical baptism by water as a fluid, but it is the _ 
symbolization of the real and purifying baptism in the soul by the 
nature of water as a pure and purifying element. Ritual baptism, 
therefore, is the incorporation and visible exhibition of the ‘‘ one 
baptism ” of Christianity which is proclaimed in its preaching as 
essential to salvation and effected through the Holy Ghost, puri- 
fying the soul by the atoning blood of the Lamb of God, and 
investing it with his spotless righteousness. 

This ritual baptism we will now consider as praseneca before 
us in the words of inspiration. 


BAPTISM INTO THE NAME OF THE LORD JESUS. 


The point of supremest importance in this passage of Scripture 
is the express and clear statement that the baptism was ‘into 
the Name of the Lorp JEsus.” 

The essential character of any baptism is made known in the 
clearest and most exhaustive manner when the receptive element 
(that into which the baptized object really or verbally passes) is 
declared. Thus, when I am told that a living man is baptized 
into WATER, I know that he is put into a condition which, by its 
terms, has no self-limitation, and which subjects to the full influ- 
ence of water as destructive to the function of the lungs, and 
therefore issues, of necessity, in the destruction of life by suffo- 
cation. If the baptism is into rirE, I know, by like reasoning, that 
the issue is the destruction of life by burning. So, if the baptism 
is into INSENSIBILITY, the issue declared is a condition of complete 
unconsciousness ; or, if ¢nto IMPURITY, a condition of complete 
pollution. No form of language can be clearer or more exhaust- 
ively expressive of a designed thought. 

There is neither change of principle nor obscurity of thought 
induced by a person being introduced as the receptive element. 
Who would stumble at the statement, ‘I have dipped into Aris- 
totle,” any more than at the statement, “I have dipped into the 
writings of Aristotle?” He is “imbued with Plato,” rather than 
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‘“‘imbued with the philosophy of Plato?” ‘He is immersed in 
Shakspeare,” rather than ‘‘immersed in the dramas of Shak- 
speare?” ‘He is steeped in Voltaire,” rather than “steeped in 
the infidelity of Voltaire?” As the names of Aristotle, Plato, Shak- 
speare, and Voltaire, are so intimately associated with certain 
distinctive conceptions that the names alone are suggestive and 
representative of them, so the Name of the Lord Jesus is indis- 
solubly and solely connected with the sacrificial atonement for 
sin, and it is therefore a difference in form and not in thought 
when sinners are said to be baptized ‘‘into the remission of sins,” 
or “into the name of the Lord Jesus,” from whom the remission 
of sins alone proceeds— Unto him that loved us and washed us 
from our sins by his blood be glory forever and ever.” 


IMPORT OF BAPTISM INTO THE NAME OF THE LORD JESUS. 


As Greek Classic writers leave no room to doubt that a baptism 
“Seis Oddacoay”” expresses a condition issuing in drowning, and 
Jewish uninspired writers do as explicitly use a baptism ¢/¢ 
dvatcOnotay to express a condition of complete unconsciousness, 
so the inspired writers of the New Testament do not leave a 
shadow of doubt as to the meaning in which they use a baptism 
‘into the Name of the Lord Jesus.” 

1. Evidence of this meaning is found in the language express- 
ing the baptism preached and ritually administered by John the 
Forerunner. John,as preparing the way of the coming Messiah, 
preached ‘ Repentance”? = godly sorrow for sin, and to those 
who ‘brought forth fruit meet for repentance,” he administered 
a rite in which water applied to the body was a symbol of the 
purification of the soul consequent upon repentance. The repent- 
ance demanded and professed was expressed in the ritual formula, 
““T baptize thee, with water, into Repentance.” A baptism ‘into 
repentance,” that is to say, a condition of the soul completely 
under the influence of godly sorrow for sin, was demanded by the 
preaching, and this same condition was set forth by word and by 
symbol in the rite. In order that men might be encouraged to 
hear and obey the call to a baptism into repentance, John preached 
another baptism, namely, ‘‘ the baptism of repentance INTO THE 
REMISSION OF SINS;” hereby teaching the people that the baptism 
“into Repentance” was not the sole or ultimate baptism to be 
received, but was only antecedent to another baptism inseparable 
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from it, namely, a baptism ‘into the remission of sins,” the 
strongest possible expression declarative of a condition in which 
there was complete pardon of all sin. While repentance is indi 
cated by John as the immediate agency in the baptism ‘‘ into the 
remission of sin,” he teaches that its primary and worthy source 
is in “*the Lams or Gop that taketh away the sin of the world,” 
and it is in order to his manifestation that he bad come baptizing 
with water (John 1 : 29-31). 

2. This phrase receives farther elucidation from the pregching 
of Peter at Pentecost. To sinners under deep conviction of their 
guilt and righteous exposure to condemnation inquiring —* What 
must we do?” he answers by demanding, as did John, Repent- 
ance, and cheering, as did he, with the promise of a baptism there- 
upon ‘into the remission of sins,” basing this promise more vividly 
than the Forerunner could do, upon the Name of Jesus Christ 
‘‘whom ye have crucified.” Here are the same elements in the 
preaching, and the same characteristics in the baptisms, of John 
and of Peter. They have the same issue—remission of sin through 
Jesus Christ the Lamb of God that taketh away the sin of the 
world.” 

3. This formula is also brought into very clear light by those 
words of our Lord, * Ye shall indeed be baptized with the bap- 
tism that I am baptized with” (Mark 10:39). This baptism was 
‘into an atoning death” on Calvary. By undergoing this bap- 
tism He secured to himself the power to remit sin, so that all who 
are baptized ¢nto u1mM partake of his baptism in its sin-remitting 
power. 

These sources of evidence bring us to this clear issue: As it 
was a matter of ultimate indifference under the ministry of John 
whether it was said, that the soul was baptized “into repentance,” 
or baptized “into the remission of sins,” inasmuch as under the 
economy of grace these baptisms were inseparable, so, under the 
ministry of Peter and Philip it was a matter of verbal and not real 
difference, when the soul was said to be baptized into the remis- 
sion of sin or ‘into the Name of the Lord Jesus,” because the 
one could have no existence without the other. But as the cause 
is nobler than the effect, it is becoming that under Christianity, 
when we have a full revelation of the source whence comes the 
remission, the baptism should be proclaimed not as into the effect, 
but as into the source of that effect, which is Jesus Christ, without 
the shedding of whose blood there would be no remission of sin. 
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_ WAS THE BAPTISM RITUAL OR REAL? 


Thus iar we have only spoken, in general, of the force of the 
terms in this formula. Their practical value must be determined 
by another question, namely, Was the baptism real or ritual? 
The baptism of Christianity, which is the purification of the soul 
by the blood of atonement, has a twofold exhibition in Scripture: 
1. As a REALITY, in the complete change in the condition of the 
soul effected by the power of the Holy Ghost. 2. As @ RITE, in 
which this changed condition of the soul is declared as a necessity, 
and its nature exhibited by an appropriate symbol. The former 
of these baptisms is necessary to salvation; the latter is obliga- 

‘tory, as of divine appointment, based in divine wisdom and good- 
ness as well as divine sovereignty. The difference of inherent 
value between the two is infinite. The one is the power of God 
unto salvation; the other is the power of asymbol. The one is 
spiritual, is designed for a spiritual result, and has inherent power 
(that of the Spirit of God) to produce such result; the other is 
not spiritual, is not designed in itself for a spiritual result, and 
has not inherent power (it is simple water) to produce any spirit- 
ual result. It is obvious, then, that the value of baptism as spoken 
of in Scripture can never be rightly apprehended until a true 
answer be given to the inquiry—Was it a real or a symbol bap- 
tism? And it should be well understood, that this inquiry is by 
no means equivalent to this other— Was it a spiritual or a physi- 
cal baptism?” There is no such thing in Scripture as @ PHYSICAL 
baptism. The baptism SYMBOLIZED by water is not another bap- 
tism, but the very baptism ACTUALIZED by the Holy Ghost declared 
by the ritual words and ‘llustrated by the ritual symbol. In 
answer to the question—What baptism did the Samaritans re- 
ceive? it must be answered: They were generally baptized by the 
Holy Ghost, regenerating the soul, remitting sin, giving repent- 
ance, uniting by faith to the Lord Jesus Christ, and also were 
baptized ‘into the Name of the Lord Jesus” with the visible 
ritual symbol of this baptism. A ritual baptism is not expressly 
stated, but the evidence for it leaves the fact beyond question. 
The evidence is as follows: 1. It is stated in v. 12 that the bap- 
tism was subsequent to the believing. Ifthe baptism were ritual 
it would of necessity, in the case of these Samaritans, be sequent 
to the believing. But if the baptism were by the Holy Ghost, 
then the believing and the baptism would be coincident and in- 
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separable. Certainly the soul is not baptized by the Holy Ghost 
‘‘into the Name of the Lord Jesus ” subsequently to its believing 
upon the name of the Lord Jesus; still, as ‘‘ believing” is a mani 
festation of the baptism of the soul by the Holy Ghost, it might 
be spoken of as subsequent in the order of time. 2. Evidence 
for a ritual baptism may be found in the statement, that ‘“ both 
men and women” were baptized. In a baptism by the Holy 
Ghost it would be unnecessary to specify ‘‘ women,” because from 
the nature of the case they are equally with men the subjegts of 
this baptism. This, however, is not true as to religious rites. It 
was not true, certainly, under Judaism. There is no scriptural 
statement or fact showing, with any certainty, that ‘*women” 
were included in the ritual baptism of John. There is much, be- 
yond this negative element, to throw doubt upon it. (1.) John’s 
ministry was temporary. It lasted but for a few months. Com- 
pleteness, therefore, did not belong to it. ‘‘ Women,” as a class, 
were not necessarily included in its rite. (2.) John’s ministry 
was specific. While his preaching ‘ Repent,” was as applicable 
to “‘ women” as to men, still, that repentance had an immediate 
issue, namely, ‘to prepare the way of the Lord,” that when ‘‘ he 
came to his own” he might be ‘received by his own.” This 
rational reception depended upon the active ruling classes rather 
than upon the “women.” The “daughters of Jerusalem ” wept. 
for him when the priest and the ruler rejected him. (38.) John’s 
ministry was not a ministry of organization. He organized noth- 
ing. He addressed individuals. He did not say, ‘‘ The promise 
is to you and to your children.” Peter did so say. He did not 
‘““take up lettle children in his arms and bless them.” Christ did 
so do. He did not visit homes to preach. His ministry was in 
the wilderness. As the Scriptures do not say, that ‘both men 
and women” received John’s ritual baptism, while it does say 
that they, in common, received Christian baptism, so, the general 
features of his ministry give emphasis to that silence, and point 
to the conclusion, that neither women, nor children, nor the family, 
as such, were embraced in the ritual baptism of John. While, 
therefore, the substance of his ministry and baptism was the same 
as that under-the gospel, we must not confound or measure his 
temporary, limited, and inorganic ministry with the permanent, 
universal, and organizing ministry of Christianity. 

We may set down the statement, that ‘‘ both men and women ” 
were baptized by Philip (“‘children” had already (Acts 2: 39) 
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been taken to the bosom of Christianity by Peter) as referring to 
their ritual baptism. 3. Farther evidence to this conclusion may 
be found in v. 16, “ Only they were baptized into the Namn of the 
Lord Jesus.” This is conclusive against a baptism ¢nto WATER, 
unless two utterly diverse things can be shown to be one and the 
same thing. It does not, however, determine in favor of a bap- 
tism with symbol water “into the Name of the Lord Jesus,” as 
against the real baptism by the Holy Ghost. 

Nor is such determination established by the statement, that 
the Apostles ‘‘ prayed for them that they might receive the Holy 
Ghost, for as yet he was fallen upon none of them,” only they 
were baptized ‘‘into the Name of the Lord Jesus.” This state- 
ment is conclusive against the doctrine of a baptism in the Holy 
Ghost, and establishes the doctrine that baptism is by the Holy 
Ghost; but it is not conclusive against but rather implies, that 
they had already been baptized by the Holy Ghost “into the 
Name of the Lord Jesus.” There is nothing more certain than 
that the baptism by the Holy Ghost is not limited to a single > 
species, namely, to that which regenerates, uniting to Christ by 
repentance and faith, with the remission of sins. The baptism of 
the Apostles at Pentecost did not belong to this species of bap- 
tism. That, surely, was not a regenerative baptism. That bap- 
tism of the Holy Ghost received by Cornelius and his friends at 
Cesarea was not, or not merely, a regenerative baptism. And 
this baptism at Samaria, by the laying on of the Apostles’ hands 
and prayer, was not a regenerative ‘baptism. The baptisms at 
Jerusalem, and Czsarea, and Samaria, belong to the same species, 
namely, of miraculous endowment for special ends, and are wholly 
diverse from that species of baptism which regenerates the soul, ts 
remits sin, and unites to Christ. This distinction is clearly taught 
in the passage before us, where baptism ‘into the Name of the 
Lord Jesus” is broadly separated from that baptism of miraculous 
gifts which was obvious to the senses, and which (v.,18) “ Simon 
saw,” and the multitude of Pentecost, and “the circumcision” at 
Cesarea, heard.” This baptism of the Holy Ghost, therefore 
(received subsequent to the arrival of Peter and John), does not 
show that they had not received that baptism of the Holy Ghost, 
which is “into Christ,” before their arrival. While, therefore, we 
may believe that the statement of a baptism ‘into the Name of 
the Lord Jesus” refers especially to a symbol baptism, yet the 
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proof is not hereby made absolute, much less that the real baptism 
is excluded. 

4. There is, however, one other source of evidence, which must 
end all doubt. It is found in the baptism of Simon. We are 
told in v. 18, that ‘Simon was baptized;” and in vv. 21-23 we 
are farther told, that ‘‘ he had neither part nor lot in Christ,” that 
‘his heart was not right in the sight of God,” and that ‘‘he was 
in the gall of bitterness.” Now, no man was ever baptized by 
the Holy Ghost ‘into the Name of the Lord Jesus,” and remained 
‘without part or lot’ in him, having ‘a heart not right in the 
sight of God,” and ‘‘in the gall of bitterness and bonds of iniquity.” 
It follows, therefore, of necessity, that Simon had not received 
that real baptism of the Holy Ghost which regenerates the soul 
and unites to Christ. But baptism, with symbol water, “into the 
Name of the Lord Jesus” has no power to regenerate the soul, or 
to change its relations to God, or iniquity ; and as Simon, after 
baptism, remained unregenerate, out of Christ, and in iniquity, it 
follows of necessity, that his baptism must have been by symbol, 
and by symbol only. 


WATER NOT MENTIONED. 


It being made certain that there was a ritual baptism at Samaria, 
it is no less certain that symbol water was used in the administra- 
tion, for this is the element and the only element of divine ap- 
pointment. As there is no express statement of the presence of 
water, so, of course, there is no express statement of the manner 
of its use. We must, therefore, supply the ellipsis from other 
passages where water is mentioned, and as it is mentioned. There 
is, happily, no embarrassment in so doing, for this element never 
appears in the administration of baptism except in one form, that 
of the Dative. In Matthew and John, the form & Sdat: appears ; 
in Mark (Cod. Sin.) and Luke, 8daz:, without a preposition. As 
Luke is the writer of Acts, the ellipsis can only be supplied in that 
form invariably used by him, both in his Gospel and in the Acts. 
The passage would then read thus: Sdate SeBaxteopévor eis td dvopa, 
or feBanttoudvor Bdatt stg té dvona, the first order appearing in the 
Gospel by Luke (3:16), the second in the Acts (1:5). As to the 
translation of these words, I doubt whether there is a scholar 
living who, meeting in Classic Greek with fazrifw thus associated 
with the Dative and the Accusative, would think of any other 
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translation than one which would make the Dative to express 
agency, and the Accusative to express the receiving element. As 
a matter of fact, there is no Baptist scholar who has ever trans- 
lated efs with its case thus associated with fazrilw outside of the 
Scriptures, by any other word than into, and under like circum- 
stances they have (with wellnigh the same undeviating uniformity) 
translated the Dative as indicating the instrument. There is no 
just reason for abandoning this uniformity when we come to the 
Scriptures. The only allowable translation, then, must be ‘ with 
water, baptized into the Name of the Lord Jesus,” or, ‘ were bap- 
tized, with water, into the Name of the Lord Jesus.” The only 
matter left to choice is the order of words; for the translation 
‘itself, in view of the whole range of usage, there is no choice. 
The syntax thus developed is identically the same with that in 
John’s baptism—farrilw & Bdare, Sdart, eis wetdvotav—here the water 
occupies the position of symbol agency, and repentance (verbally) 
that of receiving element. The fact that the symbol agency re- 
mains the same, both under John’s ministry and under the Chris- 
tian ministry, while the verbally receiving element which denotes 
the nalure of the baptism is changed (in conformity with the dis- 
tinctive characteristics of the ove and the other ministry) is a 
demonstrative confirmation of the interpretation demanded by 
the syntax. John’s ministry demands a baptism “into repent- 
ance ;” and we have it. The Christian ministry demands a bap- 
tism “into Christ ;”’ and we have-it. No other defensible and 
rational translation can be given. 4 
This is the view of all Patristic writers. They universally re- 

gard the water as occupying the position of agency, and “ Re- 
pentance,” ‘* Remission of sins,” “‘ Christ,” etc., as the verbal ele- 
ment giving character to the baptism. This is true in whatever 
form the water is used by them, whether by covering, or pouring, 
or sprinkling. The water ever had, in their estimation, a divine 
energy as an agency in baptism, and never occupied in their View s 
the position of a mere receptacle. 


CONFIRMATORY PATRISTIC QUOTATIONS. 


The evidence that early Christian writers regarded water in 
baptism as agency, and the receptive element as verbal and ideal 
only, is complete, as the following quotations (a few out of a num- 
ber without number) will show: 
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Clemens Romanus, 885: Bantiodévtes yap els tov tod Kuptov Odvaroy, 
zor eis thy dvdotasy adtod. 

“‘ Having been baptized into THE DEATH of the Lord and into 
his RESURRECTION.” ; 

“Into” brings under the full influence of *‘ the death and resur- 
rection of the Lord.” Unto, for, in order to, subvert the divinely 
taught baptism of the Scriptures. . 

Apostolical Canons, 42 (Gale, 191); teta Barticpara . . & Bdxttopa 
70 sig tov Odvatoy tod Kupiod. ~ 

“Three baptisms” (into the name of the Father—and of the 
Son—and of the Holy Ghost), ‘one baptism which is ¢nfo THE 
DEATH of the Lord.” 

Among the errors now introduced was a ‘ three-one”’ (trinity) 
baptism, baptizing, distinctively, into each Name of the Trinity. 
‘One baptism into the Name of the Lord” was condemned. 
Under this error stands out the truth, that the several persons 
of the Trinity (in the one case) and ‘‘ the death of the Lord” (in 
the other case) constitute the ideal element of the baptism. 

Cyprian, 1112: ‘In nomine Jesu Christi baptizati esse—Bap- 
tized in the name of Jesus Christ.” ‘‘In nomine” is an improper 
translation of els td dvoya. It shows, however, a rejection of the 
translation of e’¢ by unto, for, in order to. **In nomine” does 
not admit of such translation. It does, however, admit of inness, 
which is expressed by e’s, and must be so interpreted. While 
*‘in nomine” corrects the error which would translate the prepo- 
sition by for, unto, in order to, it has given origin to a new error, 
expressed by the wholly foreign conception by the authority of. 
The Greek ef¢ 7d dopa, and the proper Latin form “in nomen,” 
and the only just English expression into the name, do all imper- 
atively reject any such interpretation. 

Methodius, 149: %¢ Eis Xptordv BeSanticvévwv— Touch not my 
christs (anointed ones), and do my prophets no harm.’ As if 
those baptized into Curist (the Anointed) were made christs 
(anointed ones) by partaking of the Spirit” (by which Christ was 
anointed). 

Here, in addition to the syntax, we have an argument drawn 
from the import of the name ‘ Christ” (= Anointed), showing, 
that those baptized into “the Anointed One” become thereby 
“anointed ones,” just as any object put into ointment becomes, 
thereby, anointed. They who are baptized into water will never 
thereby become “ anointed ones.” 
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Origen, III, 1855: ‘“‘ Fluvius Dei Salvator noster Dom.nus, in 
quo baptizamur—Our Lord and Saviour is the river of God, in 
which we are baptized.” 

Here, as in the preceding case, we have, in addition to the 
syntax, the most indubitable evidence (by the likening of the 
Saviour to a river), that Origen believed that the baptism of the 
Bible was not unto, nor for, nor in order to, nor by the authority 
of, but “into Curist.” 

These quotations might be indefinitely multiplied. Harly Chris- 
tian writers present but one aspect of Christian baptism. It is 
never into a physical element, but always “into Curist” or its 
equivalent. This statement has no reference to the manner in 
' which the water in early ages was used; that is a different matter 
and will be noticed in its place. 


CHANGE OF FORMULA. 


Having seen that the baptism administered by Philip was a 
baptism efs td évopa tod Kuptov Inood, it is necessary to call atten- 
tion, at least briefly, to its apparent want of accord with the 
formula announced in Matt. 28:19 and which at an early period 
superseded that formula which appears in this baptism at Sama- 
ria; but which is the only formula that appears throughout the 
New Testament in connection with the administration of Chris- 
tian baptism. The fact of such change is quite remarkable, and 
calls for a strict inquiry into the essential value of each formula 
and their relations to each other. This will be done when we 
come to consider Matt. 28:19. At present it will be sufficient to 
call attention to the fact, that the formula used throughout the 
New Testament in the administration of ritual baptism is not 
that which appears in Matthew; to the fact, that this departure 
from the supposed commanded formula was recognized by early 
Christian writers; and, to the attempt made by them and others 
to unify the two. 


Basil of Cxsarea and others. 


The following quotation is from Basil of Caesarea, IV, 116: 
‘Let no one be deceived by the fact of the Apostle frequently 
omitting, in mentioning baptism, the name of the Father and of 
the Holy Ghost, nor imagine, on this account, that the invocation 
of these names is unimportant. ‘As many,’ says he, ‘as have 
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been baptized into Christ have put on Christ.’ And again, ‘ As 
many as have been baptized into Christ have been baptized into 
his death.’ For the naming of Christ is the confession of every 
one; for it-reveals God who anoints, and Christ who is anointed, 
and the Spirit who is the ointment, as we are taught by Peter in 
the Acts, ‘Jesus of Nazareth whom God anointed with the Holy 
Ghost.’ And in Isaiah 61:1, and the Psalmist, 44:8. The Apostle, 
however, sometimes seems to make mention only of the Spirit, 
on the subject of baptism; ‘ For,’ says he, ‘we are all baptized 
by one body into one Spirit’ (1 Cor. 12:13). And with this 
agrees the passage, ‘ But ye shall be baptized by the Holy Ghost ;’ 
and that, ‘ He shall baptize you by the Holy Ghost.’ But not on 
this account would any one say, that baptism was complete in 
which the name of the Spirit only was invoked.” 

It is unnecessary to give the Greek of this passage as there is 
nothing dependent upon its form. The force of the sentiment 
turns on the form of the Scripture quotations, especially Gal. 
3:27, els Xptotoy eBanticOynte; Rom. 6:3, ¢BanticOnuev eis Xprotdv 
’Inoody; eis tov Odvatov; 1 Cor. 12:13, év &t Mvebpate ets & obpa sRan- 
TIOOnPEV. 

In this last quotation Basil (designedly or undesignedly) re- 
verses the grammatical form and sentiment, making it ¢& & c@pare 
elg & Ilvehua, by one body into one Spirit, instead of * by one Spirit 
into one body.” There is no foundation, however, for the remark 
of Basil—that there is even a semblance of “ the Spirit” being 
mentioned alone in any baptism in a form parallel to evs td dvopa 
XAptstod}. The Dative in which “the Spirit” always appears ex- 
presses the agency in effecting the baptism, while the Accusative 
in which “ Christ” (or its equivalent) always appears expresses 
the receiving element. 

Cyprian, 1120, grounds the distinctive use of the formula of 
baptism in the diverse position occupied by the Jew and the 
Gentile: “ Alia enim fuit Judeorum sub Apostolis ratio, alia est 
gentilium conditio. Illi, quia jam legis et Moysi antiquissimum 
baptisma fuerint adepti, in nomine quoque Jesu Christi erant 
baptizandi, secundum quod in Actis Apostolorum Petrus ad eos 
loquitur et dicit, Penitemini, et baptizetur unusquisque vestrum 
in nomine Domint Jesu Christi in remissionem peccatorum. 
Jesu Christi mentionem Petrus facit, non quasi Pater omiteretur, 
sed ut Patri quoque Filius adjungeretur. Denique ubi post resur- 
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rectionem a Domino Apostoli ad gentes mittuntur in nomine 
Patris, et Filii, et Spiritus Sancti baptizare gentiles jubentur. 
“The condition of the Jews and of the Gentiles is different. 
The Jews, because they had already received the most ancient 
baptism of the Law and of Moses, were baptized also in the 
name of Jesus Christ, as Peter says, Acts 2:88, ‘Repent and be 
baptized, every one of you, in the name of Jesus Christ into the 
- remission of sins.’ Peter makes mention of Jesus Christ, not as 
if the Father should be omitted, but that the Son should be con- 
joined with the Father. Finally, when after the resurrection the 
Apostles are sent by the Lord to the nations, they are commanded 
to baptize the Gentiles in the name of the Father, and of the Son, 
-and of the Holy Ghost.” 

The explanation of Cyprian cannot be received, because it does 
not square with the facts of the case. It has no adequate his- 
torical basis. 

Didymus Alex., 1660, commenting on Acts 2:38, says: ‘“* The 
Saviour having commanded the perfected to be baptized ‘into the 
name of the Father, and Son, and Holy Ghost,’ some, unwisely 
interpreting the Scriptures, having heard Peter exhorting every 
one to be baptized (2 7@ dvéyate tod Xprotod) in the name of Christ, 
imagine the one equal to the three names. But the Church, be- 
lieving the Trinity indivisible and inseparable, declares the Father 
to be of the Son, and the Son of the Father, and the Holy Ghost 
to be of the Father and the Son. So, through this unity (cov 
Bantifdpevoy eig dvopa Xpcotod, zara tiv Tprdda BantiZeo0a) he who is 
baptized into the name of Christ, is baptized into the entire 
Trinity.” 

There are insuperable difficulties (of which more will be said 
hereafter) in the way of such interpretation. 

Hilary, II, 538, alluding to passages of Scripture apparently 
contradictory, or capable of an unscriptural interpretation, urges 
that such passages of Scripture are not to be rejected or dises- 
teemed by us, presenting this consideration: ‘* Ne postremo apos- 
toli reperiantur in crimine, qui baptizare in nomine Patris, et 
Filii, et Spiritus Sancti, jussi, tantum in Jesu nomine baptizave- 
runt. Lest, finally, the Apostles may be found guilty, who, having 
been commanded to baptize in the name of the Father, and of 
the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, baptized only in the name of 
Jesus.” Hilary points out the difficulty which arises on the as- 
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sumption that the Apostles were commanded to baptize ritually 
into the name of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, by reason of 
the fact, that they never did so baptize, but baptized into some- 
thing else; but he suggests no solution of the difficulty. A com- 
mentator on Hilary makes the following suggestion: ‘* Baptismus 
in nomine Jesu dici possit, qui non ut prius Joannes, sed Jesu 
Christi auctoritate institutus sit, quamvis dandus in nomine Patris, 
et Filii, et Spiritus Sancti—Baptism may be said to be in the. 
name of Jesus, which is instituted, not as the former of John, but 
by the authority of Jesus Christ, although administered Yn the 
name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.” 
This interpretation is precluded from consideration by the fact, 
that its idea of ‘‘authority” is derived from “in nomine,” which 
is an erroneous translation of es to évoya, which does not ad- 
mit of the idea of being established ‘‘ by the authority” of any 
one. ° ° 

Origen IV, 1039: The Greek of Origen is wanting. It exists 
only in a Latin translation. Ile says: ‘‘ Perhaps, also, you may 
ask this: Since the Lord himself said to his disciples, that they 
should ‘baptize all nations into the name of the Father, and of 
the Son, and of the Holy Ghost,’ why does the Apostle here use 
the name of Christ only, in baptism, saying, ‘ Whosoever of us 
have been baptized into Christ,’ since it is not regarded as legiti- 
mate baptism unless under the name of the Trinity? But see the 
discretion of Paul, since, in the present passage, he did not de- 
sire so much to discuss the subject of baptism, as that of the 
death of Christ, through the likeness of which he would, also, 
persuade us that we ought to die to sin and be buried together 
with Christ. And it was not suitable that when he spake of death, 
that He should mention either the Father or the Holy Ghost. 
For ‘the Word was made flesh,’ and properly, where the flesh is, 
there death is treated of. Nor was it proper to say, ‘ Whosoever 
of us have been baptized’ into the name of the Father, or.of the 
Holy Ghost, ‘have been baptized into his death.’ ” 

This interpretation looks in the direction where the truth lies, 
but does not fully uncover it. It does indicate an essential differ- 
ence between cic Xpcordy and els td dvopa tod Hatpdc, xat tod Yiod, xad 
tod Ivebpatog ‘Aytov, which entirely precludes their interchange as 
equivalents. The former phrase indicates the second Person of 
the Trinity, and points to his distinctive work as “God manifest 
in the flesh,” and its fruits toward his redeemed people; while the 
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latter phrase indicates the Deity simply in his Trinity, with such 
several distinctive relations to man as the Scriptures unfold. 

Until the whole scheme of redemption as made known in the 
Scriptures is confounded, it is impossible that the one of these 
baptisms can stand for the other. 


Matthies and others. 


Matthies (Baptismatis Expositio, pp. 121-133) presents the 
facts in the case very clearly. ‘* The Apostles are commanded by 
Christ, to bind by baptism every one about to embrace the Chris- 
tian religion to faith into God the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. 

‘Bat the baptism which is said to have been administered by the 
Apostles not into the name (7m nomen) of the Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghost, but into the name (in nomen) of Christ, seems to 
oppose the very command of Christ (Acts 2:38; 8: 12,16; 10:48; 
1923, 4,05 hOm6 35 Gale soy ol Cor. 1: 13,15 + cfr. 1:Cor. 
10:2)... . Luke, although he frequently relates the administra- 
tion of baptism in the Acts of the Apostles, yet never mentions 
the words used by Christ in the institution of baptism; nor is there 
less silence in all the other books of the New Testament respect- 
ing the use of the formula of the Trinity in the administration of 
baptism. Why this is, very many conjectures are proposed, which 
indeed are easy of suggestion, but which are very far from being 
established by sound arguments derived either from Scripture or 
from history. Sacred Scripture clearly teaches us that the Apos- 
tles, although they were commanded by Christ to baptize (‘in 
triunum deum’) into the Triune God, nevertheless, did actually 
baptize efs dvopa Xototod. Were the Apostles regardless of the 
command of Christ? Or, did Christ himself hold in light esteem 
his own commandment? Very many who have treated of this 
subject have freely inclined to the one view or the other, although 
there is no evidence by which it can be proved either that the 
Apostles neglected the commands of Christ, or that Christ lightly 
esteemed his own teaching. Sinve it is necessary that we have 
faith in those things concerning the administration of baptism, 
which are related in the books of the New Testament, we cannot 
doubt, but that the Apostles did truly baptize (in nomen Christi 
seu in Christum) into the name of Christ or into Christ... . 
From those things stated concerning the import of the formula 
eis tO Svona Xprotod, it can readily be seen, how it could happen 
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that, although it is frequently stated in the books of the New 
Testament that the Apostles baptized only (tn nomen Christ) 
into the name of Christ, yet from the time of Justin Martyr bap- 
tism was administered (in triunum dewm) into the triune God. 
Nor did the Apostles baptize contrary to the command of Christ, 
nor did the ecclesiastical Fathers essentially change the baptism 
of the Apostles, but the same idea of baptism belongs to both. 
Christ, to state the whole thing briefly, instituted baptism into 
the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, which triune God is manifested 
in that eternal Logos who was made man; but the Apostles ad- 
ministered baptism (in externum oyov) into the eternal Logos, 
who has his truth in the triune God, or in the idea of the Trinity; 
if you regard the essence of each, it is the same.” 

The facts are well stated by Matthies. The statement of the 
relation between the eternal Logos and the Triune God is, no 
doubt, substantially true. But because that is true of the eternal 
Logos, and not of the eternal Logos *“‘ made man,” it entirely fails 
to explain and to unify these two baptisms. The baptism ad- 
ministered by the Apostles was not into the eternal Logos, but 
‘into the name of the Lord Jesus,” and “into Christ.” Now, 
no one will say, that there is not an amazing difference between 
‘‘the eternal Logos.” considered simply as such, and “ the eternal 
Logos made flesh.” It is just because of this difference, qualify- 
ing him to become “the Lamb of God which taketh away the 
sin of the world,” that the baptism of the guilty is into Him — 
the Lord Jesus, and not “into the Father,” nor “into the Holy 
Ghost,” neither of which (whatever their divine unity with the 
eternal Logos), is “the lamb of God slain from the foundation 
of the world,” and, in the fulness of time * Christ crucified” on 
Calvary. Matthies assumes that there must be not only absolute 
accord between these baptisms, but unity of import. He as- 
sumes, also, that Matt. 28:19 is the institution of and formula 
for ritual baptism. Both these assumptions may be erroneous. 
They both need to be proved. We may always assume a real 
harmony between apparently incongruous statements of Scrip- 
ture ; but we must prove and not assume a particular explanation 
of the incongruity. There may be barmony where there is not 
‘sameness. There may be harmony and interchange of statement 
between cause and effect; while the attempt to prove, that the 
harmony was grounded in unity, and that the capability of inter- 
change was due to sameness of nature would be a great failure 
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The explanation of the relation between these baptisms, while 
recognizing that wondrous element in which they agree (the 
eternal Logos present in both), must turn on that in which they 
differ, namely, the presence in one, and not in the other, of the 
man JESUS who dies, and whose blood baptism ‘cleanses from 
all sin.” And just in this great difference will these baptisms be 
found to have their real agreement and unification. 

Neander (P. and T., 275) says: ‘‘ Baptism in the name of Christ 
is equally baptism in the name of the Father and of the Holy 
Spirit.” 

The question which concerns us is not, Whether these two 
baptisms have, historically, been used in the administration of 
- ritual baptism in the church, but, 1. Whether they were so used 
in the New Testament church; and 2. Whether they do, by their 
terms, express the same or an equivalent baptism. Neander does 
not say why these verbally diverse formule are equal to each 
other; but his explanation would probably be in substantial ac- 
cord with that given by Matthies. 

Calvin, Comm. I, Cor. 1:13, speaks on this point with charac- 
teristic penetration and force. 

“Tt is asked: What it is to be baptized in the name of Christ ? 
I answer, that by this expression it is not simply intimated that 
baptism is founded on the authority of Christ, but depends, also, 
on his influence, and does, in a manner, consist in it; and, in fine, 
that the whole effect depends on this—that the name of Christ is 
therein invoked. It is asked further: Why it is that Paul says, 
that the Corinthians were baptized in the name of Christ, while 
- Christ himself commanded (Matt. 28:19) the Apostles to baptize 
in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Spirit? I answer, that in baptism the first thing to be considered 
is, that God the Father, by planting us in his church in unmerited 
goodness, receives us by adoption into the number of his Sons. 
Secondly, As we cannot have any connection with him except by 
means of reconciliation, we have need of Christ to restore us to 
the Father’s favor, by his blood. Thirdly, As we are by baptism 
consecrated to God, we need also the interposition of the Holy 
Spirit, whose office it is to make us new creatures. Nay, farther, 
our being washed in the blood of Christ is peculiarly his work , 
but as we do not obtain the mercy of the Father, or the grace of 
the Spirit, otherwise than through Christ alone, it is on good 
grounds that we speak of him as the peculiar object in view in 
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baptism, and more particularly inscribe his name on baptism. At 
the same time this does not by any means exclude the name of 
the Father and of the Spirit; for when we wish to sum up in 
short compass the efficacy of baptism, we make mention of the 
name of Christ alone; but when we are disposed to speak with 
greater minuteness, the name of the Father, and that of the 
Spirit require to be expressly introduced.” 

This explanation of Calvin proceeds on a basis essentially dif- 
ferent from that of any other yet adduced. Its hinge is net the 
Deity of Christ, and therefore the essential unity between one 
person of the triune God and the entire Godhead, but it is that 
in which Christ is distinct, namely, in his incarnation, in order to 
redemption and reconciliation. It is in this character and by this 
work, that it becomes possible for the gnilty to be baptized by 
the Holy Ghost ‘“‘into Christ,” and thus to be made regenerate, 
to receive remission of sins, to be clothed with righteousness, and 
then, and thus, to be made meet for reconciliation with and sub- 
jection unto (= baptism into) the full and essential Godhead, 
‘Father, Son, and Holy Ghost.” 

The interpretation of Calvin is made under the light of the 
scope of Scripture teaching rather than under the specific guid- 
ance of the force of the terms entering into the formula. If the 
latter had been fully apprehended he would have seen, that there 
was no need nor propriety in the introduction of the name of 
the Father, or of the Holy Ghost, into a baptism which belonged 
to the distinctive work of Christ. Baptism ‘into Christ” makes 
meet for baptism ‘into Father, Son, and Holy Ghost.” See Cal- 
vin’s ** Secondly.” ‘ 

Prof. J. Addison Alexander (Comm. Acts 8:12, 16) says: ‘ The 
other subject of his preaching was the name of Jesus Christ, 7. e., 
all denoted by these names, one of which means the Saviour of 
his people (Matt. 1: 21), and the other their Messiah, or Anointed 
Prophet, Priest, and King. Into this name, 7. e., into union with 
Christ and subjection to him, in all these characters, the Samaritan 
believers were introduced by the initiatory rite of baptism, which, 
unlike that of Judaism, was administered alike to both men and 
women.... ‘Into the name,’ 7. e., into union with him and sub- 
jection to him, as their Sovereign and their Saviour.” 

The interpretation thus given by this princely scholar admits, 
as a compendious statement, of no improvement. The spirit of 
it is identical with that of Calvin; but as it is derived not from 
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the light of general truth, but from the specific force of terms 
employed, it is more nicely accurate and more absolutely true. 
And the harmony of both with the twofold baptism of Scripture, 
viz., the primary baptism into the name of the Lord Jesus, and 
the ulterior baptism into the name of the Father and of the Son 
and of the Holy Ghost is, that the former baptism is causative of 
the latter baptism.— 


IMPORT OF FORMULA BY FORCE OF TERMS. 


The results of this Inquiry teach: 1. That es, with Pazrifa, 
points to its regimen as complementary to the idea of the verb; 
_2. That the regimen of this preposition is the element (real or 
ideal) into which the baptized object passes without return; 3. 
That such phraseology is the most distinct and absolute statement 
as to a baptism of which language is capable; 4. That whether 
the complement of the verb be real or ideal it does equally express 
a complete change of condition in the baptized object, the general 
nature of which as penetrating, pervading, and assimilating, is 
indicated by the verb, and the specific character of which is shown 
by the preposition and its regimen, whose characteristic always 
gives character to the baptism. Guided by these determined 
results, the formula ** Baptized into the name of the Lord Jesus” 
can only mean a complete change of condition by being made 
fully subject to the distinctive influence which characterizes ‘‘ the 
name of the Lord Jesus” —a Sovergian and a Saviour from 
sin. Whether this change of condition be real or ritual depends 
upon which of those twofold agencies, the Holy Spirit or symbol 
water, is the executive of the baptism. In the baptism immedi- 
ately under consideration, it is a ritual service; the condition, 
therefore, expressed in the formula is not one which is actually 
effected, but only symbolly exhibited. 

The account of this baptism at Samaria has claimed a more 
special and detailed consideration, because it is the first ritual 
baptism clearly stated under Christianity. This fulness of ex- 
amination will enable us to pass over others more briefly. 

I only now add, that it is through the real baptism of the souls 
of men “into the name of the Lord Jesus” =the crucified Rx- 
DEEMER of his people, that they become qualified for that ulterior 
baptism into the only living and true God—the Father, Son, and 


Holy Ghost. 


‘ 
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RITUAL BAPTISM OF THE EUNUCH. 


Acts 8:35, 36, 38. 


'Qc dd éxopebovto Kata Thv dddv, HAOov éxi te idwp Kai gyoev 6 Evvoryzog "dot 
towp’ Ti nwAbec pe Bantiobijvac ; 

Kat éxéievoe orivac To appa’ Kat xatéBnoav duddtepor ec 70 bdwp, OTe Gidimmog 
Kal 6 ebvoryoc’ Kat éBarticEev abrov "Ore 88 avéBnoav éx Tov. bdaToC, veya Kupiov 
pTace Tov Bid TOV’. 

‘ 

‘¢ And preached unto him Jesus.” .. . 

‘‘And as they went on their way, they came upon some water; and the 
Eunuch said, See! water; what doth hinder me to be baptized?” .. . 

‘¢And he commanded the chariot to stand still; and they alighted, both, 
at the water, Philip and the Eunuch, and he baptized him.”’ 

«But when they remounted from the water, the Spirit of the Lord caught 
away Philip; and the Eunuch saw him no more, for he went on his way 
rejoicing.” 


THE SOLE TRUST OF THE THEORISTS. 


This is the solitary case under Christianity to which appeal is 
made to prove the dipping into water theory. 

The baptism of the three thousand in or around an upper room 
at Jerusalem; the baptism of Saul in a chamber at Damascus ; 
the baptism of Cornelius and his friends in his own home at 
Ceesarea; the baptism of Lydia, away from her home and from 
change of raiment, at Philippi; the baptism of the Jailor, at mid- 
night, in a prison; the baptism of “‘the twelve” without warning 
or preparation at Ephesus; nor any other ritual baptism under 
Christianity (except that now before us) has presented a single 
circumstance to which appeal could be made, even by despair, to 
prove a dipping into water. In no instance do those crutches 
(river and much water) upon which the theory leans in the bap- 
tism of John, appear in the baptisms of Christianity. Whenever 
these baptisms are cited against the theory, its friends are com- 
pelled to seize the oars and row against wind and tide, argue 
against time and circumstance (as well as the true meaning of 
the word), to save their dipping from hopeless destruction. 


Carson. 


Dr. Carson has given this case special attention. He says 
(pp. 128-140): “I have written some hundreds of pages concern- 
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ing the mode of this ordinance, yet to a mind thirsting to know 
the will of God, and uninfluenced by prejudice, this passage with- 
out comment is, in my view, amply sufficient. 

‘‘ The man who can read it, and not see ¢mmersion in it, must 
have something in his mind unfavorable to the investigation of 
truth. As long as I fear God, I cannot, for all the kingdoms of 
this world, resist the evidence of this single document. Nay; 
had I no more conscience than Satan himself, I could not, as a 
scholar, attempt to expel immersion from this account. All the 
ingenuity of all the critics in Hurope could not silence the evi- 
dence of this single passage. Amidst the most violent perversion 
that it can sustain on the rack, it will still cry out ¢mmersion, 
immersion !” 

‘¢ When they came to the water, instead of sending down one 
of the retinue to bring up a little water, they went down to the 
water. But they not only went down to the water; they went into 
the water. It is not only said, ‘they went into the water,’ our 
attention is fixed on the fact that they both went into the water. 
Had the water been deep enough at the edge, the Eunuch only 
might have been in the water. Now this determines that the 
preposition ei¢ must be rendered into and not unto.” 

‘‘ Their return is called a coming up out of the water. This is 
more precise than the account of our Lord’s baptism. There it is 
said, He came up from the water. Here it is out of the water. 
I am far from denying that e/¢ sometimes signifies unto. It is not 
of itself, therefore, definite. Eis might be used if the advance was 
only to the margin. But I utterly deny any such indefiniteness 
in 2x. I say it always signifies out of. ’Ex as signifying the point 
of departure or motion from one point to another is more definite 
than éz0, since it always implies that the point of departure is 
within the object and not without it. From this there is not only 
no exception, but there is no color of exception.” 

“T conclude, then, with all the authority of demonstration, that 
Philip and the Eunuch were within the water because they came 
out of it.” 

The above is a condensed statement of Dr. Carson’s exposition 
of this baptism. This exposition opens with the declaration that 
a “‘ Satanic conscience ” must be appalled by an attempt to repel 
the evidence of this document for ‘“‘ immersion ” (= dipping into 
water). It closes with a “demonstration” that Philip and the 
Eunuch were within the water, because they came out of it. Dr. 
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Carson dves not laugh (loud enough to be heard) when he adduces 
Philip and the Eunuch within the water, as “demonstrating” that 
Philip dipped the Eunuch into the.water. Perhaps he would do 
so if any one should adduce Ireland (and Dr. Carson upon it) 
within the Atlantic Ocean, as demonstrating that Dr. Carson 
dipped IRELAND into the Atlantic Ocean. To appeal to farritw is 
to appeal to a broken reed: 1. Because fazrilw does not dip. 2. 
Because “into water” is taken out of the theory and not out of 
the Bible. 

If it is any pleasure to Dr. Carson and friends to put Philip and 
the Eunuch within the water, we assure them that such pleasure 
of theirs is no special displeasure to us. But when they make the 
water ‘shallow at the edge,” and cause the parties to walk out 
into ‘“‘two feet nine inches” depth, in order ‘to make it conve- 
nient” for Philip to dip the Eunuch into water (or so much as the 
Eunuch has not already, himself, put under water), instead of 
conforming to the Scripture, and baptizing him “* with water into 
the name of the Lord Jesus,” then, we are just so far displeased 
as we ought to be whenever human conceit is substituted for 
divine inspiration. That this has been done in Dr. Carson’s in- 
terpretation will appear by a detailed consideration of all the ele- 
ments which enter into a solution of the case. 


Some Water. 


It is a matter of vital moment to the friends of dipping that 
they should show that this ‘some water” was sufficient in quan- 
tity to admit of the body of a man being dipped into it. Such 
proof has never been presented. Such proof it is impossible to 
present. There is the most utter absence of all material so to do. 
The Eunuch saw ‘“water;” the chariot came “upon (éz?) some 
water ;”’ they stepped “to, or into, this water;” the Eunuch was 
‘baptized ” with this water; they came up “ from, or out of, this 
water.” Such statements exhaust all that is said about the water, 
and there is nothing about adequacy for a dipping. 

If it should be objected, that it is not sazd that the baptism was 
‘‘ with water,” I answer: Although it is not so stated here, it is 
so stated elsewhere, and always by Luke, the writer of this pas- 
sage, with the simple instrumental Dative, #darc, and never by els 
idwp, and consequently the statement is here, by ellipsis, just as 
certainly as if it had been expressed, ‘‘ with water.” 


THE CHARIOT. 185 


Other reasons join with these to show, that this water was small 
in quantity. Among these are: 1. The expression 7) dowp; ‘not 
a certain water, which might seem to mean a well-known lake or 
stream, of which the region seems to have been wholly destitute, 
but, as the Greek words properlf denote, some water; the indefi- 
nite expression (like that in 5: 2) suggesting naturally the idea 
of a small degree or quantity.” (Alexander 7n loc.) 2. The nature 
of the country through which they were passing; ‘‘this is desert.” 
Whether ‘desert ” apply to the region or to the road, it shows a 
want of water. ‘* Arrian speaks of a road desert for want of 
water.” 38. The Eunuch was surprised to see water, as shown by 
his exclamation ‘‘See! water,” ‘where it might have been least 

. expected.” (Alexander.) 4. The promptitude and urgency for 
baptism ; implying that if this spot should be passed by no other 
such spot might be found on the road. Everything said and im- 
plied points to a limited quantity of water. There is nothing 
which indicates ‘‘two feet nine inches” at the edge or anywhere 
else. 

The Chariot. 


Dr. Carson has nothing to say of the chariot as an element to 
be considered as explanatory of the terms entering into this bap- 
tism. It is an element which appears in no other New Testament 
baptism. It is the determining interpretative element in impor- 
tant phraseology of this baptism in which it does appear. These 
are the facts: 1. Philip and the Eunuch riding in a chariot (7A00v 
éxt ti Bdwp) “came upon some water,” and there the chariot was 
stopped. The position of the chariot in relation to the water is 
of vital importance. This must, primarily, be-determined by ézt. 
The chariot stands wherever ézt rt? Sédwp puts it. This may be either 
upon, over, the water (the wheels in the water of a streamlet run- 
ning across the road), or immediately adjacent to the water. Winer 
says, éxt means upon, above, on the shore; beside, near, in local 
sense is not established. 2. The movement of the parties in the 
chariot. This is expressed by zat¢fyjcav. What is the import of 
this word? A few cases closely parallel will sufficiently answer 
this question: Matt. 14: 29, ‘ Peter having stepped down (zatafds) 
from the boat walked (ézt ta bdata) upon the water.” The walking 
(xeptexdtycev) is expressed by another word. Xen. Eq. 11,7, uses 
this word to express the dismounting from a horse (izzos xataBatve- 
tat), Judges 4:15 (Septuagint), ‘‘ And Sisera (xaré’y) stepped 
down from his chariot.” 
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In all these cases xatafatw is used to express precisely the same 
act which it was necessary, from the nature of the case, that Philip 
and the Eunuch should do, namely, ‘step down” from the chariot. 
Now, whether it be due to a ‘Satanic conscience” or not, we 
say, that xaréyoav expresses neither more nor less than that the 
occupants of the chariot stepped down out of it. The interpreta- 
tion which would make this word express a walk from ‘a shallow 
edge down a declining channel into slowly deepening water ”’ may 
be worth preserving as a curiosity, but its fitness is only for a 
museum of abnormal developments. ‘ 


Went Down into the Water. 


The position of the chariot may, farther, be determined by the 
statement zaréBycay cic Bdwp, “they stepped down éo or into the 
water.” This additional fact is in the most absolute accord with 
the declaration, that the chariot came and stopped (éx) re bdwp) 
“upon, over, or in immediate contiguity with, some water.” Whether 
the chariot wheels were in the water or on the edge of the water, 
they who “stepped down” must step down ‘¢o or znto the water.” 
But this fact, again, confirms what everything points to, namely, 
the limited quantity of the water. The implication is, if they 
stepped down ‘into the water” that it was so trifling in depth as 
to make it unnecessary to change the position of the chariot; 
certainly no one would step down out of a chariot into water two 
feet nine inches in depth; which they must have done, if at all, 
at one step, for there is no second step in the record beyond that 
which brought them down out of the chariot. Going down, step 
by step, from shallower into deeper water, is the purest fiction. 

It is unnecessary to prove that zaréfyoay ets to bOwp does not neces- 
sarily require the stepping down into the water, because this is 
admitted by Dr. Carson; and, farther, because I do not mean to 
insist upon any such point. I cheerfully admit that they may 
have stepped down from the chariot into the water under circum- 
stances above indicated, which are the farthest possible removed 
from what the theory desires and demands. That xaré@yoay cic rd 
tdwp does not require entrance into the water is clearly established 
by Luke 8: 23 (zaréfy athad dvéuov cic thy Atuyynv), “a storm of wind 
came down” (not) ‘into the lake.” The proof is no less clear 
that when zatafavw carries down into water, it does not induce a 
walking ‘from shallower into deeper water.” So John 5:4: “ An 
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angel (zaté@awev) went down into the pool; ” but no one, I presuma, 
ever imagined that this taught, that ‘“‘the angel walked from the 
water shallow at the edge down, step by step, into deeper water.” 
In the same verse it is said, ‘‘ Whosoever first (éufas) stepped in 
was made whole.” Many have Written touching this troubled 
water and its healing, but I never heard of any one who supposed 
that ¢ufavw required a second step to be taken within the water. 
This phase of the argument for a dipping (which is the only 
novelty deduced from this transaction) may be dismissed without 
fear of awakening qualms in any conscience, even though it should 
be much more sensitive than “that of Satan.” 


Came Up. 


The movement of Philip will not receive just consideration 
unless we look at the reverse movement indicated by (aéfycav) 
‘““they came up.” Those who would ‘order the angel Gabriel to 
school” if he should question that fazr‘f<w means to dip, affirm 
that this movement is *“‘the walking up out of deeper water into 
shallower water at the edge.” Others, who prefer the anathema 
which brands with a ‘Satanic conscience” (when such conscience 
brings into school fellowship with Gabriel) think, that if zar¢8yoa 
means to step down, avéfyoay must mean to step up. This conclu- 
sion, however obvious, from the verb being the same in both 
cases, and the compounding preposition being in the one case 
“down” and in the other ‘* up,’ does not rest merely upon the 
verb and its composition, but upon established usage, as shown 
by the following references: Josephus (12: 4, 3) uses this word 
(avafinvac) to express the mounting or stepping up into a chariot— 
“Ptolemy desired him to step up into his chariot.” Homer, 
Herodotus, Plato, Xenophon, use this same word to express the 
mounting or stepping up upon a vessel, a camel, a staging, a 
horse, etc. And in this very chapter we have dvafdvra (v. 31) 
used to express the stepping up by Philip into the chariot of the 
Eunuch, as Joseph stepped up into the chariot of Ptolemy. Thus, 
as it is in express evidence that daa takes Philip up into the 
chariot, so the evidence is clear for zatafaiw to bring him down 
from the chariot. But Professor Hackett objects, saying ‘the 
Eunuch only, returned to the chariot.” This, however, is a mis- 
take. The Scripture says, the Hunuch, only, pursued his journey 
in the chariot; but it does not say, “the Eunuch, only, returned 
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to the chariot.” Ifthe Eunuch dismounted from the chariot and 
afterward pursued his journey in the chariot, he must have re- 
mounted irto the chariot. Now, this dismounting is either not 
expressed at all or it is expressed by xaréSycav; and if by this 
word, then it includes Philip, for it is plural; so, the remounting 
of the Eunuch is either not expressed at all, or it is expressed by 
évéGynoav; and in that case it, again, includes Philip, for the verb 
is plural. If it be asked, Why did the Spirit of the Lord wait 
until Philip had gone up into the chariot before He carried him 
away ? I answer by asking, Why did the Spirit of the Lordswait 
until he “‘came up out of the water’? Why not carry Philip 
away out of a chariot, as well as carry away Elijah in a chariot? 

The case stands thus: Philip and the Eunuch came in a chariot 
upon some water; they dismounted from the chariot, stepping 
down at or into the water; a word is used which is employed 
both by Greeks and Jews to express stepping down from a chariot, 
and we say it is so used here; but the friends of a dipping say: 
“It is not so used, it is used to express ‘ walking down from shal- 
lower into deeper water’” (not a word of which appears in Scrip- 
ture) ‘‘and the dismounting is not expressed at all.” Again: it 
is admitted that the Eunuch did remount into his chariot, and a 
word is used which is employed by Greeks and Jews to express 
mounting up into a chariot, and which is employed in this same 
narrative to express Philip’s mounting up into the chariot with 
the Eunuch, and which we say is here, again, employed to ex- 
press the remounting of the EKunuch (including Philip, the verb 
being plural) into the chariot from which he had dismounted; but 
the friends of dipping interpose and say, ‘* No; the word means 
to walk back again from deeper water into shallower” (making 
an absolute addition to Scripture), ‘‘and there is nothing to ex- 
press the remounting of the Eunuch.” Which interpretation has 
the greatest appearance of verisimilitude, that of those who, like 
Dr. Carson, “thirst to know the will of God,” or that of those 
who “have no more conscience than Satan himself,” the thought. 
ful will determine. 


Baptized Him. 


Professor Ripley complains that Professor Stuart argues against 
immersion based on “going down into the water,” and says, 
‘“‘ going down into the water is no part of the baptism.” This 
position is at the expense of the postulation which requires, 
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1. That the whole and not the part of an object must be baptized ; 
2. Self-baptism is not Christian baptism; a duly qualified minister 
must be the baptizer; 3. ‘To modify a command of God for the 
sake of convenience is rebellion.” Ifthe Eunuch “baptized” one 
half of his body he had no authority to doit. If Philip * bap- 
tized” only so much of the body of the Eunuch as he left un- 
covered by “walking into the water,” then he did not baptize 
‘““the whole,” but a part only. The walking into the water is not 
claimed to be a divine command, but a human addition to avoid 
avery great inconvenience. The walking into the water by the 
Eunuch is, also, a purely human addition. 

The language of Scripture, unquestionably, may express step- 
‘ping down into the water, and just as unquestionably this may 
have been due to the position of the chariot when suddenly 
arrested, and because the limited quantity of water made such 
action a matter of indifference. 

The assumption that the baptism of a person standing in water 
necessitates a dipping into water is an assumption ‘¢as unstable 
as water.” It is certain, that Pazr%w does not mean fo dip. It 
is certain, that Greek baptisms without number were effected by 
a fluid without a fluid covering. It is certain, that early Christian 
writers represent baptism as effected in a variety of ways, and, 
among others, by stepping into water without being dipped into 
it. Thus Dionysius Alexandrinus (708), declares, that the pool 
of Bethesda was (<izdy Banticpatos) the image of baptism, not be- 
cause one was dipped into the water, but because he stepped into 
it and WAS HEALED. So Ambrose (III, 426) says: ‘* Habes quar- 
tum genus baptismatis in piscina—Thou hast a fourth kind of 
baptism in the pool (Bethesda).” These writers neither believed 
that a dipping into water was necessary to a baptism, nor effected 
a baptism at all. They believed that he who stepped into the 
troubled water of Bethesda was baptized, not because ‘‘ the body 
was immersed after the Jewish manner; namely, by walking into 
the water to the proper depth, and then sinking down till the 
whole body was immersed” (Conant, 58), but because the water 
had the power of healing by stepping into it, just as they believed 
that the water of Christian baptism, impregnated by the Spirit, 
had power to heal the soul, when applied to the body by them. 
It is so certain that baptism may be without covering the body 
in water, that Morell frankly admits that profuse superfusion is 
baptism. Fuller admits it in the case of the altar on Carmel. 
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And Professor Arnold (admitting that it is the practice, more or 
less frequently, in the Eastern Churches, to baptize one when in 
the water by pouring water from the hand upon the head) says, 
the lack of_a covering in such case is but ‘a puncetilio”(!). As 
we are ready to admit, that the Eunuch may have stepped down 
from the chariot into the water, will not Prof. Arnold and friends 
admit, that water may have been poured from the hand of Philip 
upon his head, and being so “baptized” any one who should 
complain of a lack of covering in water, must be condemned as 
standing on “a punctilio”? It is as certain as anything Within 
the range of human knowledge, that baptisms are freely spoken 
of by early Christian writers without the slightest regard to the 
dipping or covering of the baptized object (see Judaic Baptism). 

We conclude, therefore, with Prof. Ripley, that the stepping 
down into the water was no part of the baptism, and taking the 
pouring or the sprinkling of Professor Arnold (without the 
““punctilio”’), we say with Luke, that the Eunuch was baptized 
“with water” (ddatc), and not into water (e/¢ 5dwpe), but “into the 
Name of the Lord Jesus.” The baptizer was the same Philip 
who had just baptized the Samaritans ‘into the Name of the 
Lord Jesus ;” and the historian is the same who expresses the 
water used in baptism (whether in Gospel or in Acts) by Sdarc, 
which precludes a dipping into water; and to say that the Eunuch 
was baptized in any other way than “ date efs rd Gvopa tod Kuptov 
*Inoov, with water INTO THE NAME OF THE LORD JESUS,” is to con- 
tradict the word of God. 


° EK, 


Dr. Carson insists, ‘‘ that éx has no indefiniteness in its mean- 
ing. It always signifies out of. It always begins at a point 
within, and not without, the place of departure. To this there is 
no exception and no color of exception.” For this reason he 
insists that Philip and the Eunuch must have been within the 
water, and, therefore, the Eunuch was dipped into water. This 
has already been shown to be a non sequitur; but as another 
exhibition of that error of ‘‘one meaning and but one meaning ”’ 
so characteristic of the theory, it may be well to inquire of usage 
as to this unvarying meaning. 

A quotation from Sir William Hamilton (Classic Baptism, pp. 
23, 24) was given to show, that the doctrine of a cast-iron definit- 
ism in @aztSw was in conflict with the laws of language. .The 
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same doctrine now urged for 2x is also shown to be at war with 
language development as stated by Marsh (Origin and History 
of the English Language): ‘So, too, he refutes a current notion, 
that words individually and independently of syntactical rela- 
tions, and of phraseological combinations, have one or more in- 
herent, fixed and limited meanings, which are capable of logical 
definition. Words live and breathe only in mutual combination 
’ and interdependence with other words.” 

The correctness of this statement will be manifest by a limited 
exhibition of the usage of this preposition. 

Harrison (Professor in the University of Virginia) has written 
a standard work on the Greek prepositions. His view of the 
- meaning of this preposition (éz) is thus stated : 

“1. Our, wiTHouT; that is on the outside. 

“2. Out of, from out; =out + motion from. a. Of space; out 
of; from out. b. Of a number of objects; out of, from (out). 
c. Of origin, parentage, source, cause, agent, material; of, from. 
d. Of that from which an action, motion, event, etc., begins; 
from: (1.) Of space, and generally ; from. (2.) Of time; from. 
(3.) Of the point of attachment; from. (4.) Of the space to 
which an object is referred for its position; on, in.” 

Jelf (§ 621). Primary meaning, oul, opposed to &, in. 

Kuhner (Gram., § 288) gives substantially the same view: ‘1. 
In a local relation: a. removal either from within a place or 
object, or from immediate participation or connection with a 
place or object, with verbs of motion; b. distance with verbs of 
rest: without, beyond; 2. Of time, immediate outgoing, develop- 
ment, or succession ; 3. In a causal and figurative sense: a. Of 
origin; b. Of the whole in relation to its parts; c. Of the author ; 
d. the occasion or cause; e. the material; f. the means and in- 
strument ; g. conformity.” 

Winer (366) makes the original meaning of éx issuing from 
within. He says, it is antithetic to e’c. Harrison says, *‘it is 
just the opposite of 2.” Jelf and Kthner make the same state- 
ment. Harrison farther says: ‘‘The common signification of é, 
not in composition, is out of, from out, with the idea of proceed- 
ing from out of a circumscribed space. This meaning, being due 
partly to the action or motion of which it is the qualification, is 
not to be considered as simple and proper to 2x; the sense con- 
tained in the preposition itself is no more than that of out, with- 
out.” While all of these grammarians recognize é as related tc 
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movement beginning within circumscribed space, none of them 
consider depth as entering into the idea of this preposition. 
They all recognize action proceeding from the surface of any 
object, or from within any circumscribed space (without penetra- 
tion) as fully meeting the demand of this preposition. 

That é~ is used where there is neither depth nor superficial 
withinness, Harrison gives the following among other evidences: 
“1. The derivative 22w, without, the opposite of within; 2. éxxadebdew, — 
to sleep out of doors; 3. nat éxxeipevos, a child lying out, exposed ; 
4. exxheloar tis nédews, to shut out from the city; 5. éexretzer, to 
leave out; 6. éx Bedgwv elvat, to be out of the reach of darts.... 
éx with the genitive case occurs in some instances with the pri- 
mary and simple meaning without, out: e.9g., é zanvod xzaté0nx’, I 
deposited the weapons out of, without the smoke; that is, on the 
outside with respect to the smoke. Odys. XIX, 7; é& téZ0u pbpatos, 
a foot soldier out of bowshot. Ken. Anab. III, 3, 15; that is, 
without, on the outside, with respect to a bowshot; é tod pécou, 
sat down out from their midst. Herod. III, 83; out, on the out- 
side, in respect to the midst of them. The compound ézzoday, 
out, or without, with respect to the feet, belongs here together 
with a number besides in which éz retains its proper sense, on 
which the genitive depends.” 

This doctrine that 2x signifies out, without, simply, and also 
proceeding from within a boundary line, or from superficial con- 
tact, together with other derived and related meanings, is sus- 
tained by Scripture usage: Matt. 27:38, ‘* Two thieves were cru-. 
cified with him, one (2x d:&v) out from the right, and one (2& 
ebuvipwyv) out from the left.” Here we have the meaning “ out,” 
with respect to the right, ‘‘ out,” with respect to the left, without 
any antecedent withinness. 1 John 2:19, “They went (2& jyav) 
out from us, but they were not (¢& 7d) of us.” Here is a di- 
versity of usage in the same sentence. In the first case, there is 
reference to position within a company of persons and movement 
thence carrying without the company ; in the second case, there 
is no reference to position or movement, but to unity of character 
and continued sympathy as a consequence. A parallel passage is 
found in I Maceab., XIII, 49, ‘* But they who were (é% t%¢ dzpas) 
of the citadel in Jerusalem were hindered (éxropebeo0a:) from 
going out.” The first use of 2 has lost all idea of separation 
and expresses belonging to, while the second é (in composition) 
turns wholly on the idea of separation. So, in Herodotus I, 62, 
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“Those Athenians who were (é& derteoc) of the city.” And 
Josephus XIII, 2, 1, “The impious and deserters (2x ri 
dxporolews) of (== belonging to) the citadel, feared greatly.” 
Another usage is shown in Matt. 12: 33, “A tree is known (éx tod 
xaprod) by means of its fruit.” A ‘similar usage, with one diverse, 
is seen in Rev. 9:18, 19, ‘And out of (2) their mouths issued 
fire, and smoke, and brimstone. The third part of men were 
killed (570) by these three, namely (2 toi zupcs), by means of the 
fire, and (é tod xaxvod) by means of the smoke, and (é tod devov) 
by means of the brimstone, which issued (2) out of their mouths.” 
Here, in the same sentence é represents both agency and move- 
ment, beginning at a point indefinitely deep within the mouth. 


Inness inappreciable ; superficial ; no contact. 


Luke 7:38, ‘And began to wash his feet with tears and 
(2&épacce) wiped them off with the hairs of her head;” John 
11:2, ‘* Anointed the Lord with ointment, and (expé&aca) wiped 
off his feet with her hair ;’’ Matt. 10:14, ‘* When ye depart out 
of that house or city (éxrwdfate) shake off the dust of your 
feet ;” John 6:37, “* And him that cometh (zpdc) to me, I will in 
nowise (édiw) cast out; Matt. 12:13, “He said (erewov) 
streich out thy hand. And (¢érewe) he stretched it out; Acts 
27:32, Then the soldiers cut off the ropes of the boat, and let 
her (2zzecetv) fall off.” 

In these passages we have dust shaken off from, and tears and 
ointment wiped off from the feet. Does the shaking or wiping, 
in such cases, begin within the feet? When the hand is stretched 
out from the body, within what does the movement begin? The 
sinner is invited to come to Jesus; could the casting out of such 
a one begin at a point within Jesus to which the sinner had 
never attained ? 

The rope which holds a boat, not within a vessel nor in contact 
with a vessel but floating in the water, is cut, and it falls off, 
floating away. Does this floating movement begin at a point 
within the vessel? Prof. Hackett (Comm.) says, ‘‘ The ropes of 
the boat which fastened it to the vessel; not those by which they 
were lowering it, as that was already done; let w fall off (i.e., 
from the side or stern of the vessel), go adrift.” 

This justly esteemed scholar (primus inter pares from earliest 
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student life it gives me pleasure as a fellow-student to testify) 
knows nothing of the absolutism of Dr. Carson’s doctrine. 

As many of these examples present the preposition in compo- 
sition it may be well to adduce others of simple form. 

Acts 28: 3-5, “There came a viper (2 tis Oépyys) out of the 
heat and fastened on his hand. And when the barbarians saw 
the venomous beast hang (é tis yerpds) off from his hand.... 
And he (dzotwdEac) shook off the beast into the fire.” 

Prof. Hackett (Comm.), says, ‘ é tis Oppns, from the heat, 
the effect of it.... This is the common view of the expression, 
to which De Wette also adheres. It may also mean from the 
heat, the place of it, as explained by Winer, Meyer, and others; 
éx is kept nearer in this way to its ordinary force.... & tis 
zetpos, from his hand, to which it clung by its mouth.” 

This case of the viper all can understand. Whether it had 
fastened on his hand by coiling around it, or by a tooth struck 
into it, is a matter of no conseqence. If Dr. Carson is satisfied 
that the motion of the viper’s fall began within the hand because 
a tooth may have been stuck into the flesh, we will make no 
earnest objection. He will no doubt in turn admit, if the toe of 
the sandal of Philip or the Eunuch touched the water’s edge, it 
will justify the statement that the action of mounting up into the 
chariot began within the water. 

Acts 12:7, “And his chains (&ézecov) fell off (@% trav yerpdv) 
from his hands.” 

Prof. Hackett translates, ‘‘ His chains fell off from his hands 
or wrists. They were fastened to the wrist in the Roman mode.” 
The Baptist Version translates, ‘‘ His chains fell off from his 
hands.” In a note, it is said, é téy yecody, not out of, but from 
his hands. They could not have fallen owt of, unless he bad held 
them in his hands.” 

We have then, here, the most absolute and admitted evidence 
that Dr. Carson’s doctrine respecting this preposition is erroneous. 
It may be possible to have even a little more conscience than the 
devil, and still question whether é by its essential force proves 
that the Eunuch was dipped into the water or even that he was 
within the water at all. So far from Dr. Carson’s friends accept- 
ing the doctrine that 2x “always means out of, implying that the 
point of departure is within the object, to which there is no color 
of exception,” they expressly deny that it can have, in this case, 
the meaning “out of,” and must have the meaning from. As it 
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is admitted by Dr. Carson himself that e’¢ may mean unio, it 
necessarily follows, so far as the force of terms is concerned, that 
Philip and the Eunuch may have stepped down from the chariot 
to the water and stepped up into the chariot from the water. 
While we claim that this may be the translation, we do not claim 
that it must be. There is no need for our doing so. It is in 
proof, that the position of the chariot may have been such as to 
necessitate stepping into the water in stepping down from the 
chariot; and it is in proof, that the quantity of water may have 
been so limited as to make it unnecessary to change the position 
of the chariot on this account. These points being proved, as 
possible, the extremest definitions of ef¢ and 2x. do not militate 
‘against our view; while such proof is an absolute arrest to the 
(accustomed) assumption of a dipping. 

John 12: 32, “If I be lifted up (2 7s 77s) from the earth; . J. 
This he said signifying what death he should die.” This case 
shows, again, exterior position with respect to the earth, without 
the possibility of movement to secure such position beginning 
within the earth. Thucyd. IV, 31,‘ Which was (¢x édasons) from 
the sea steep, and (2 t7s 77>) from the land difficult of assault.” 
The preposition here does not indicate that the promontory came 
“out of the sea” on one side, and ‘‘out of the earth” on the other 
side; but where it stood out, with respect to the sea, it was steep, 
and where it stood out, with respect to the land, it was hard to be 
assailed. ‘+The Genitive case, with éz, has uniformly the meaning 
with respect to” (Harrison). Lycophron, lin. 844, ‘Who forming 
men (25 dzpov nodes) from the extremity of the foot, making a 
statue.” A statue is not formed “out of” the extremity of the 
foot. 

The association of this preposition with ei¢ does not change its 
character. 

Homer, Iliad XVI, 639, “Covered with darts, and blood, and 
dust (2 xegadigs és xd0a¢ dxpous) from the head to the extremities 
of the feet.” If es does not carry the darts, and blood, and dust, 
into “the extremities of the feet,” why must é bring them out of 
“the head’? Achilles Tat. IV, 18,“ Stooping forward (2x t7s vews) 
from the vessel, he directs his face (fs tov notapov) towards the 
stream.” This is Dr. Conant’s translation. If we translate the 
passage under consideration in the same way, it will read, ‘* They 
stepped down towards the water, and stepped up from the water,” 
and then what becomes of the “Satan” argument for immersion ? 
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Is it said,“ Circumstances modify the meanings of words”? We 
answer, This is common sense; but what then becomes of the 
postulation which makes fazri{w mean “one thing and only one 
thing,” and é-to mean ‘movement beginning within an object, to 
which there is no color of exception”? If the position of the 
Egyptian must be considered, namely, sailing in a boat on a 
river; and if his object must be considered, namely, to get a drink 
of water by making a cup of his hand; so the position of Philip 
and the Hunuch must be considered, namely, travelling in a chariot 
and arrival éx? 7) 8dwp; and their object must be considered, namely, 
to administer Christian baptism (Sdatt efs td dvopa tod Kuptov *Ino0d) 
‘“aith water into the Name of the Lord Jesus.” And when this 
has been done, the dipping of the Eunuch into water has far more 
absolutely disappeared than has the dipping of the boatman’s face 
into the river Nile. 


I]pég, ext, ets, &% pynuetou. 


There is a transaction related in Scripture where éx occurs, 
which is stated with so much of detail and precision, that it may 
be well to consider it. I refer to the rolling away of the stone 
from the sepulchre of our blessed Lord. 

Mark 15:46, ‘‘And laid him in a sepulchre which was hewn 
(& zécpas) of rock.” This use of éx indicates the material of which 
the sepulchre was made, viz., ‘of rock.” Matthew (27:60) ex- 
presses the same idea in another form, ‘hewn (¢v) in the rock ;” 
Luke uses yet another form (23:53), “Sin a rock-hewn sepulchre 

&v pyipatt Aa&evt@).” 

This use of éx, indicating material of which something is formed, 
and consequently sameness with that which is formed, is quite 
common, and is illustrated in John 3:6, ‘That which is born (é& 
t7¢ oapxos) of the flesh, is flesh ;” and John 4:31 ‘(6 dy & tis xis, 
& TiS 7s eott, nat ex tis y7¢ Aadet) He that is of the earth, is of the 
earth (—earth-like), and speaketh of the earth (= earth-like).” 

Closely allied to this usage is that in which é indicates not the 
material of which anything is made, but the agency by which it 
exists or from which it receives character. 1 John 5,‘* Whosoever 
is born (2x tod Gc0d) of God sinneth not” —is like the Author of 
his life in character, who does not sin; John 3: 6, *‘ That which is 
born (¢ tod Ivebpatos) of the Spirit, is spirit? —is like the Spirit 
by whom the change expressed by ‘‘born” has been effected ; 
John 3:5, ‘Except a man be born (é 8datos) of water.” Birth 
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here, and in the preceding cases, has of necessity, a modified mean- 
ing. It expresses, in general, a radical change. The specific 
character of this change will depend upon its cause. The change 
produced by simple water applied to a filthy person is very radical 
but purely physical. This cannot be the birth of water held out 
to Nicodemus. It must refer to that water with which he was 
familiar as a Jew, and especially as a “ Pharisee.” This water 
had nothing to do with physical cleansing. It had the power to 
cleanse from ceremonial impurity and to typify spiritual cleansing. 
Therefore Nicodemus is taught the insufficiency of such change 
as water effects in a man’s religious condition, and the necessity 
for such other change as is ‘‘of the Spirit,” in order to see the 


kingdom of God. 


This usage of éx, with the agency, is strikingly illustrated in the 
interpretation of this passage as given by the change of a word in 
the A postolical Constitutions VI, 15,‘* Whosoever is unwilling (é) 
of contempt to be baptized, shall be condemned and reprobated as 
ungrateful and foolish. For.the Lord says,’ Edy pi ts Barrio 0H 
2€ datos zat Ivebpatos, ‘Except a man be BAPTIZED of water and 
the Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom of God.’” The syn- 
tax makes it impossible to translate faxtiody by dipping or im- 
mersing. ‘To be dipped of or out of water and the Spirit,” and 
““to be immersed of or out of water and the Spirit,” are absurd 
statements. ‘Tobe baptized (in the sense to be made regenerate) 
of water and of the Spirit ” is facile syntax and as good theology 
according to the Apostol. Const’s. This passage, therefore, over- 
turns the univocal theory of Dr. Carson both as to fazrifw and as 
to éx. This passage is, also, confirmatory of the interpretation of 
one parallel as to syntax mentioned in Classic Baptism, p. 335, 
‘“BantiCovtes ex nOwv,” where éx is indicative of agency, “baptizing 
of cups,” #.e., making drunk By wine in the cups. ‘Baptism (¢z) 
of the Spirit” is regeneration By the Spirit. And ‘ Baptism (2x) 
of the wine cup” is intoxication BY the wine cup. This use of éz, 
as expressive of agency, is recognized by the Baptist translation 
of John 3: 34, “God giveth not the Spirit (2% »¢rpov) by measure 
unto him.” 


Out Of. 


JoHn 20:2. ‘They have taken away the Lord (2x tod uynaetov) 
out of the sepulchre.” This is a clear case in which the action con- 
nected with 2x “ begins at a point within the object.” This point 
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of beginning, however, is not due to any essential force of this 
preposition, but 1. To the nature of the case. The place for a 
dead body is within a sepulchre. 2. We are expressly told that 
the body was within the sepulchre, as in Matt. 27: 60, “Joseph 
laid the body (2) in his own new tomb;” Mark 15: 46, “ And 
laid him (2) in a sepulchre;” Luke 23: 53, “‘ And laid it (é) in 
a rock-hewn sepulchre.” If, under these circumstances, the body 
is “taken away,” it is impossible for the movement to begin at 
any other point than that where the body is, to wit, within the 
sepulchre. x 

The case proves, as stated by Harrison, and Kuhner, and Jelf, 
that ‘2x is the opposite of &.” It does not, however, prove that 
éx requires for its object a preceding interior position such as that 
of the body within the sepulchre. The essential element is an 
exterior position in contrast with an interior position. How such 
position is secured, whether originally occupied without move- 
ment, or whether by movement from within the related object, or 
from within a superficial space, or from contact at any point, or 
by the dissolution of some intermediate bond, éx does not deter- 
mine. This is shown by another use of this preposition in con- 
nection with this same transaction. 


i 


Out From. 


Joun 20:1. “ Mary Magdalene cometh (e/s p»nuetoy) to the sep- 
ulchre, and seeth the stone taken away (éz tod pyyyetov) out from 
the sepulchre.”’ 

A “stone,” unlike a buried body, may or may not be within a 
sepulchre. Do we know from other sources what was the char- 
acter and position of this stone? The information on both these 
points is full and precise: Matthew (27: 60) says, *“* He rolled a 
great stone (xposxvdicas ty Opa tod pynuetov) to the door of the 
sepulchre, and departed ;” Mark (15: 46) says, ‘‘ And rolled a 
stone (2xt ty Odpav) upon the door of the sepulchre.” This stone 
was ‘‘a great stone,” and its office was to close the entrance of 
the sepulchre. Matthew indicates the position of the stone as 
‘rolled (zpds) to, against the door;” and Mark as “rolled to and 
(éxt) upon the door.” Now, observe the contrast between the natu- 
ral relations of a buried body and of this stone to a sepulchre. 
A buried body is of necessity within the sepulchre, and the stone 
which closes the entrance to a sepulchre is of necessity precluded 
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from being within the sepulchre. In accordance with this, Mat- 
thew, Mark, and Luke testify that the body of our Lord was 
within the sepulchre, and Matthew and Mark testify that the stone 
was without the sepulchre, rolled against and upon the door 
Could contrast be broader as tothe position, with respect to the 
sepulchre, occupied by this buried body and this protecting stone? 
This testimony which puts the stone in position is confirmed by 
that which states its removal: Matt. 28:2, “The angel of the 
Lord descended from heaven and (zposeA@dv) came to and rolled 
away the stone (az0) from the door, and sat upon it.” Here we 
are told the angel came, not into the sepulchre, but to the stone, 
which was exterior to the sepulchre, and “rolled it away (az0) 
from the door.” That this stone was not within the sepulchre is 
' farther proved by the statement of Mark (16: 8, 4), in which he 
uses éz, ‘* Who shall roll (4x0) away the stone for us,(éz) out from 
the door? And when they looked they saw the stone (dzozexbdza- 
tat) was rolled away.” 

Here azo and é are associated in the removal of the stone; Due 
the relation of é« is more specific, it is our from the door, fe not 
out of the sepulchre. The statement that an object is 7m a door 
is very diverse from the statement that it is within the door. And 
the statement that a body is in the door of a sepulchre is very 
diverse from the statement that it is in the sepulchre. This “very 
great stone” was against the door, upon the door, and limitedly 
(probably) in the door; it was in no sense within the sepulchre. . 

Notwithstanding the relations of this stone to the sepulchre, 
purely external; and notwithstanding the express statements of 
Matthew, Mark, and Luke, declaring the external position neces- 
sary to the fulfilment of its office; and notwithstanding the state- 
ment that the angel came to the stone, rolled it away, and sat 
upon it without entering into the sepulchre; and notwithstanding 
the absurdity of leaving the entrance to the sepulchre without any 
protection, when they were to ‘‘ make it as secure as ye can ;” still 
the translator of the Baptist Version (John 20:1) contends, in an 
elaborate note, that this “very great stone” was within the sepul- 
chre and attached to an inner crypt! He also insists that efs here 
means into, and Mary Magdalene came (els pypstuv) into the sep- 
ulchre before she saw that the stone was rolled away from the 
sepulchre. 

‘When Jesus came evs td prqpetov of Lazarus did he come “nto 
the sepulchre” before he saw that the stone was not taken away? 


- 
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When Jesus commanded the stone which (2xizetro éx’ dut@) “* lay 
upon the sepulchre ” of Lazarus to be taken away, was the stone 
within the sepulchre? When ‘the stone was put upon the 
entrance of the lion’s den (éréOqxav ént td ordpa tod Adxxov)” and 
‘“‘sealed” with the signet of king and lord, was it put, not on the 
outside of but, within the den? Theory, as well as ‘much learn- 
ing,” doth make men “ mad.” 

The stoné was rolled away from and out, with respect to the 
door and the sepulchre. 

‘“ 
The Postulate. 

We can now judge of the value of Dr. Carson’s postulate. Does 
the wiping off of ‘‘ dust,” “tears,” “‘ ointment,” begin within the 
object? Does the stretching out of the arm from the body begin 
within the body? Does the falling off of a chain, or of a viper from 
the hand, begin within the hand? Does the falling off of a boat 
in the sea, from a vessel (by reason of the cutting of a rope), begin 
within the vessel? Does the rolling away of a stone from the door 
of a sepulchre begin within the sepulchre ? 

If these questions should be answered by the friends of the 
theory in the affirmative, and they are willing to take a tear-drop 
resting upon the foot, or a chain resting upon the wrist, or a stone 
resting against a rock, as expressive of the depth of withinness 
demanded by éz, I do not know that any one need object to allow- 
ing both Philip and the Eunuch to step into the water, and step 
out of the water, having entered to a depth quite equal to the 
profoundest of either of these cases. 


“The Rack.” 


Dr. Carson says, ‘‘ Amid the most violent perversion that this 
passage can sustain on the rack, it will still ery out immersion, 
immersion!” It is quite possible that on the rack the cry of 
‘immersion’ will be emitted, for under the torture of ‘the 
thumbscrew” and ‘the boot” falsehood has oftentimes been 
uttered for truth; but if these words of the Holy Ghost are 
allowed to speak under no other pressure than that of truth, they 
will evermore proclaim— baptism into the Name of the Lord 
Jesus,” “ baptism into the Name of the Lord Jesus!” And this 
they will do, to what or into what, from what or out of what, 
Philip and the Eunuch may have stepped down or stepped up. 
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The interpretation thus given takes every word and every cir- 
cumstance in its natural order and at its proper value. The 
interpretation of the theory does neither: 1. It arrests the chariot 
before it comes ‘(ézi tt ddwp) upon some water;” 2. It creates a 
space between the chariot and tle water; 3. It converts this space 
into a declivity; 4. It takes the word which expresses stepping 
down from the chariot (leaving its occupants to dismount the 
best way they can), and conducts them (by the help of this bor- 
rowed word) down the ereated declivity to the water; 5. At the 
water ec is used farther to conduct into ‘two feet nine inches” 
water for the convenience of dipping; 6. The force of z: is rejected, 
and a limited quantity of water is converted into unlimited quan- 
tity; 7. The meaning of fanrifw (as a farther convenience) is con- 
verted into dipping; 8. As a necessity, e/¢ téwp into water, is 
supplied from the theory, while ‘ eé¢ 7d dvoya tod Kupiov ’[qaod, into 
the Name of the Lord Jesus” (supplied by inspiration in this 
same chapter 8 : 16, under the ministry of this same Philip) and 
vdate with water, the uniform term used by the narrator of this 
transaction, are rejected; 9. The word appropriate to express 
(and so used in this same chapter 8 : 31) the stepping up into the 
chariot, is rejected from such use and compelled to do service in 
bringing up out of deeper water into “shallower at the edge ;” 
10. Having deprived Philip and the Eunuch of the means for re- 
mounting into the chariot, Philip is dismissed without obtaining 
a seat at all, and the Eunuch is sent on his way having entered 
his chariot no one can tell how. 

Such is the detail of the ONLY OASE of RITUAL baptism under 
Christianity, to which the friends of dipping ever ventured to 
appeal as lending any possible countenance to their practice during 
THE ENTIRE HISTORY OF THE NEW TESTAMENT CHURCH. 

To those who “thirst to know the will of God” we leave it, 
that they may gather from it its teachings. Should their con- 
clusions differ from ours, we will not on that account declare, that 
they have ‘‘no more conscience than Satan,” however much we 
may believe them to be mistaken. 
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RITUAL BAPTISM OF THE GENTILES. 


‘““BY THE AUTHORITY OF THE LORD,” 
WITH WATER, INTO THE NAME OF THE LORD JESUS. 


Acrs 10; 47, 48. 

Myre 76 bdwp Kodvoa divarat Tg ToH pH BartLoOjvac TobTovG, Gitevec TO IIvevpna 
To "Aytov éhaBov Kabdc¢ Kal tueic; Ipooéragé re abtovg Bartiobjvac év 7@ Ovoyar 
tov Kupiov. ~ 

‘¢Can any man forbid the water, that these should not be baptized, which 


have received the Holy Ghost as well as we? 
«¢ And he commanded them, in the name of the Lord, to be baptized ?”’ 


POINTS OF SPECIAL INTEREST. 


This case of ritual baptism has points of special interest: 1. The 
Gentiles are now, for the first time, welcomed into the Christian 
church by ritual baptism, under the special authority of the Lord, 
having previously been baptized by the Holy Ghost, both with 
that baptism which regenerates the soul, and with that baptism 
which invests with miraculous endowments; 2. Water is expressly 
stated as entering into Christian ritual baptism, now, for the 
second time only, and for the last time; 3. The use of the phrase 
év t@ dvduate tod Kuptou so as to raise the grammatical question, 
What is its syntactical relation ? and, thus, answer another ques 
tion, What is its logical value? 4. The Gentiles received the 
same baptism as did the Jews. 

These are all points not merely of theoretic interest but of 
great practical value. 


Ritual Baptism to be Perpetuated. 


This ritual baptism of Gentiles, by special divine authorization, 
proves, that this rite enters, essentially and permanently, into the 
constitution of the Christian church. And the fact, that these 
Gentiles were baptized first by the Holy Ghost and subsequently 
by water, proves, that Christian baptism is not a result effected 
by conjoint and co-operative agencies, viz., the Holy Ghost and 
water; but that these agencies are distinct, disjoined, and diverse 
in nature, power, and office, while related to one and the same bap- 
tism (= the remission of sin, and the regeneration of the soul) 
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which is effected by the Holy Ghost and is symbolized by water. 
This disjunction of the Holy Ghost and Water as co-operative 
agencies or as conjoint agency, and their conjunction as efficient 
agency and sequent symbol agency showing forth visibly the 
work of the Holy Ghost, is of the last importance in view of the 
early development of doctrine upon this point, which has been, 
more or less, perpetuated to this day. 


“The Water.” 


Water, whenever spoken of in Scripture as entering into the 
administration of baptism, is invariably spoken of in the abstract, 
and without regard to quantity. 

In the administration of baptism by John quantity was present ; 
but this quantity was an accident belonging to the locality of 
John’s ministry, not an essential entering into the rite. Neither 
the Jordan nor any other river ever afterward appears in the ad- 
ministration of baptism. At Enon (springs) ‘ much water” = 
many waters, or springs, are spoken of; not, however, to show, 
that there was a quantity of water for baptism, but to explain 
how it was, that John and the disciples of Jesus could baptize in 
the same neighborhood without interfering with each other. 

That this explanation of the relation of Jordan and of Enon to. 
the administration of baptism is correct, is shown by the fact, 
that when the singular wilderness ministry of John passes away, 
the river baptism vanishes from Scripture with it; and when the 
singular concurrent baptism of John and Jesus ceases. Enon and 
its ‘‘ many springs” ceases to be heard of. Farther confirmation 
is found in the fact, that when John gives the authority for his 
using water in baptism he says nothing of quantity, but mentions 
WATER simply and abstractly—John 1 : 33, ‘‘ He that sent me to 
baptize with water.” The translation ‘ baptize in water” being 
an error (see Johannic Baptism), the quantity of water, thereby 
elicited, is also an error. The Saviour, when speaking of the 
water used by John in baptism, speaks of it in the same abstract 
manner—dActs 1 : 5, ‘‘ John indeed baptized (tdar) with WATER.” 
Philip evidently taught the Eunuch that it was water, and not 
quantity of water, which entered into Christian baptism, as shown, 
when they came ‘(ez re Sdwp) upon some water,” by his exclama- 
tion, ‘See! waTER.” The passage before us (the only other one 
in which water is mentioned in connection with the administra- 
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tion of the rite in Scripture) establishes the same point. Peter 
reiterates the doctrine of John, of John’s, and his, Lord, and of 
the instructed Eunuch, that it is water, simple and abstract and 
not quantity, which characterizes Christian ritual baptism—in- 
quiring, ‘*Who-can forbid the warrr?” This question was 
addressed to those who came with him and were familiar with the 
use of “‘the water” in Christian baptism. The use of the definite 
article (cd édwp) ‘THE water,” would be inappropriate to water in 
arunning stream. It implies water separated from other water 
and set apart for a special use. Any water may be so separated 
from other water and from other uses, but it is only after such 
separation and appropriation, that it becomes ‘‘ the water of bap- 
tism.” <A stream of water is no more ‘the water of baptism” 
than it is the water of fishing, or the water of satling. Water 
brought in a vessel and so separated from all other water and 
appropriated to the specific use of the Christian rite, becomes 
“THE WATER Of baptism.” It might as well be said, that Pilate 
came down from the judgment-seat and went out to the pool of 
Siloam to get water to wash his hands, as that Peter and Corne- 
lius went out to some stream for ‘the water.” 

The language of Scripture is exhausted by & édare, tdate, te bdwp, 
to BOwp, in speaking of ritual baptism, and the addition to it of 
quantity is an absolute addition to the words of inspiration. 


°Ev t@ ovépate tod Kupiov. 


It is a very common idea, that this phrase here represents a 
formula of baptism and as such must be connected with faztte- 
djvat, Olshausen, in answering the question— Did the Lord 
intend to establish a fixed formula of baptism in Matt. 28 : 19?” 
says, ‘* This question would not have been suggested at all, had 
the other portions of the New Testament shown that the disciples 
in administering baptism employed these words. But instead of 
this, we find, that even in the history of the Acts of the Apostles, 
as often as baptism is mentioned, it is performed only eds or éxt rd 
dvopa, bv TH dvdpare Iyovd or Xptotod.”” The idea of Olshausen, that 
éxt tw dvdpyati Inoov Xprotov (Acts 2: 38), and & t@ dvévate tod 
Kovpiov in the passage before us, are formule of baptism and indi- 
cate, that the baptism takes place “‘7n the name, etc.,” is shared 
by Professor Ripley and by Baptist writers generally, as well as 
by many others. 

» There are insuperable objections against this view. The fol- 
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lowing are some of these objections: 1. There is no satisfactory 
evidence of a single case in the New Testament in which 2y points 
out the receiving element (real or ideal) in baptism; 2. Cases are 
frequent in the New Testament where this formula (with a com- 
mand) expresses the source of authority for such command; e. g., 
Acts 3:6, ‘In the name of Jesus Christ (¢ 7& dvépate "Iqavd 
Xptorod) rise up and walk;” Acts 16:18, “I command thee (2v 
t@ dvépate Inood Xptotod) in the name of Jesus Christ to come out 
of her.”” This last command is by Paul; the first is by Peter, the 
same who issues the command in the passage under considera- 
tion. Both refer their authority to Jesus Christ, and claim to 
derive authority from him by being “in his name” and thus in- 
vested with his authority. There was no occasion in all Peter’s 
ministry when he more needed to be invested with divine author- 
ity, than when the door of the Christian church was to be opened to 
the Gentile world. He here claims to be ‘in the name of the Lord,” 
while he commands these Gentiles to be baptized. If objection 
should be made to this interpretation on the ground of the order 
of the words, it may be answered: That the order of sequence 
does not necessarily determine the grammatical or logical order. 
The order of téat: in Matt. 3:11 is after @axti{w, and in Luke 
3: 16 is before it; yet in both cases the grammatical and logical 
relations of dda: to the baptism remains unchanged. It may be 
farther answered; Cyril of Jerusalem (432) quotes this passage 
giving another order, thus; ‘‘Peter commanded them (¢ t@ 
dvopatt [. X. SantioOjvac) in the name of Jesus Christ, to be bap- 
tized.” It is highly probable, that this was the order and the 
phraseology of the text used by Cyril, as it is also that of the 
Codex Sinaiticus. Objection from the order is therefore not only 
annulled, but whatever of weight belongs to it is thrown heavily 
on the other side. 

3. The plea for disjoining PaxtioOjva and 2v t@ dvépat: is greatly 
strengthened by the quite unlooked-for approval of the translator 
of the Baptist Version, who, retaining the order of the common 
text and translating ‘“‘he commanded them to be immersed in the 
name of the Lord,” still, in a note says, ‘Ly tw évépare, in the 
name, or by the authority of the Lord, he commanded them to be 
immersed. ’£ts rt dvopa, and ¢v to dvdpatt, are never substituted 
in Sacred, or Classic literature, as synonyms. The authority by 
which any act is performed must never be confounded with the 
meaning, or intention of it.” 
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There are some points developed in this note which ‘have special 
value as coming from a Baptist scholar. Among them are these: 
1. Ey c& dvépnate although immediately sequent to faxriZw has not, 
thereby, a complementary relation to it as expressive of the ele- 
ment within which the baptized object is received. 

Dr. Conant in translating Matt. 3:11, “faxrfw byae ev Bdare, I 
immerse you in water,” says in a note: “ This is the only sense 
in which @& can be used in connection with fazrifw.” If the ‘*con- 
nection” between fazri{w and é referred to by Dr. Conant is bhat 
of simple sequence, then his position is contradictory to that of 
his associate translator. But if a connection between these words 
requiring the translation ‘‘immersed 7n” be not established by 
mere sequence, then it should be proved and not assumed that in 
Matt. 3:11 there is beyond sequence such a connection between 
Barrifw and év Sdate as requires that é tdate should be taken as the 
complement of faxtw. And this proof must confront and nullify, 
1. The fact, that such complementary relation drowns; 2. The 
fact, that in the parallel passage (Luke 3:16, Sdarc PaxriZw) there 
is no & present, and its regimen in Matthew (d0az¢) does not follow 
but precedes the verb; and also 3. The fact, that Matthew offers 
another claimant (fs petdvocay) of far better right to this comple- 
mentary relation. 

2. The translator of Acts says, ‘‘faxti{w & tw dvépate and fantifw 
ei¢ TO dvoxa are not synonymous phrases, are not interchanged 
either in Classic or in Sacred literature, and require a discrimin- 
ating translation.” 

This view antagonizes that of Dr. Conant presented in his 
translation of Matt. 28:19, where he says, ‘in the name is the 
proper English expression of els 70 dvoya.” And this antagonism 
is made farther manifest by the translation of Acts 8:16, ‘‘Only 
they had been immersed (ete td dévoya) into the name of the Lord 
Jesus,” which translation (as to the preposition) is made emphatic 
in a note, ‘‘ They had only been immersed into the name of the 
Lord Jesus.” But against this translation and sentiment Dr. 
Conant says: “Into the name is not an English phrase, and 
though the literal form of the Greek does not give the sense.” 

Dr. Conant, as the final reviser of the Baptist Version, has 
prevailed over his fellow-translator, and in Matt. 28:19, Acts 8: 16, 
he has made ¢/¢ td dvoya “in the name;” and in Acts 10:48 he 
has made & 7@ dvéyuart, also, “in the name,” thus confounding 
diverse forms, as his associate says is never done either “in 
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Classic or Sacred literature.” Baptist writers have neither unity 
nor consistency in their interpretations, whether we have regard 
to their relations to one another, to themselves, or to the princi- 
ples of language. 5 

3. The translator of Acts teaches, that the difference between 
Bartizw eis and fantifw 2 is not merely verbal, but of essential and 
unalterable value among Classic and Sacred writers. This doc- 
trine is correct. And it is of vital importance in the translation 
and interpretation of the Scriptures. Both forms are there found, 
and their use is discriminating in their relation to each other, but 
uniform in the sphere appropriate to each. This diversity is 
ignored and the different forms are confounded by Dr. Conant in 
' his Baptist Version, which merges faztifw ets in Paxtifw ev, so that 
a reader of the Baptist Bible would never know that a baptism 
(ei¢ to dvopa) “into the Name of the Father and of the Son and of 
the Holy Ghost” was commanded, or that a baptism (¢/¢ rd dvopa) 
“into the Name of the Lord Jesus” was administered by the 
Apostles. The baptism announced by the Holy Ghost is blotted 
out. 

On this point hear, farther, the associate translator of Dr. 
Conant. In a note on Acts 4:18 he says: “Inasmuch as we 
have in the original Scriptures three forms of expression connected 
with ovoya tov Inoov Xptotov, of very different import, it seems to 
me not merely expedient, but obligatory, that we should give to 
an English reader three corresponding formule in our language, 
such as—in (é) the name of—upon (zt) the name of—into (éis) 
the name of. These three formule are as distinct in sense as in 
form. The first indicates authority, viz., in the name of the king 
or commonwealth. The second indicates the subject on which 
the authority terminates, the citizens of the commonwealth; and 
the third the reason why, or the object for which, the action is 
performed.” This translator is hardly consistent with the. prin- 
ciples thus laid down when, in Acts 2: 28, he translates ‘immersed 

éxt) in the name of the Lord Jesus (eis) for the remission of 
sins ;” consistency requires the translation—‘‘ baptized upon the 
name of Jesus Christ into the remission of sins.” He adds: ‘ec, 
immediately following, intimates transition into a new state of 
relation, such as matrimony, citizenship, servitude, or freedom ”— 
or (let me add with Peter) into THE REMISSION OF sINS. Dr. Co- 
nant agrees with this sentiment (p. 104): “ The word BaprizErn 
. . . by analogy expressed the coming into a new state of life or 
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experience, in which one was as it were inclosed and swallowed 
up, so that, temporarily or permanently, he belonged wholly to it. 

. The en in the character and state of the believer was 
total, comparable to death, as separating entirely from the former 
spiritual life and condition.” Now this is precisely the baptism 
which the Scripture declares, and it is precisely the baptism which 
Dr. Conant rejects. How could language express “the coming 
into a new state of life or experience—total change in the char- 
acter and state of the believer, separating entirely from the former 
spiritual life and condition ”—more clearly and absolutely than 
does baptism into REPENTANCE, baptism info THE REMISSION OF 
sINs, baptism into THE NAME OF THE LorD JESUS, baptism into THE 
DEATH OF CHRIST, baptism into THE NAME OF THE FATHER, and OF 
THE Son, and or tHE Hoty Guostr? These are the baptisms of 
the Bible, and they are all rejected by the friends of the theory ; 
they are eliminated from the Baptist Bible, and in their stead is 
substituted a dipping INTO WATER, ‘‘in the name,” etc.; neither 
the “dipping,” nor the ‘into water,” nor the ‘in the name of,” 
being found in Revelation anywhere as an element entering into 
its baptism. 

4. This translator teaches, that & t@ dvéparte tod Kuptov although 
immediately following fazrifw is not logically connected with it, 
but is expository of the condition of Peter, who is represented as 
being ‘in the name of the Lord,” and hence deriving authority 
to speak and to represent the Lord— & 7@ cvéuare, in the name, 
or by the ee of the Lord he commanded them to be bap- 
tized.” 

By parity of reasoning & Iveipare’ Aytw following Baxrifw in Matt. 
3:11 must be expository of the condition of adtds (—CuHRIsr), 
who being ‘fim the Holy Ghost” is invested with his power to 
baptize the soul into repentance and the remission of sins; as he 
is also ‘in fire” — ‘invested with the power of condemning judg- 
ment toward the impenitent and the unbelieving. 

On the other hand, by & 8daz:, John declares that he is neither 
invested with the power of the Holy Ghost, nor with that of divine 
judgment; but merely with such power as belongs to simple 
water, which is a symbol power — to set forth the purifying nature 
of that baptism which is by the Holy Ghost. 


RESULTS. 


This narrative of the introduction of Christian baptism among 
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the Gentiles proves 1. That ritual baptism is to be perpetuated; 
2. That the element and the only element to be used in this rite 
is WareER; 3. That the relation of water to the baptism is that 
of a symbol instrument, as expressed by the nude dative (idarr), 
the only form in which water is expressed by the historian of the 
Acts and of the baptisms by the Apostles; 4. The baptism of 
these Gentiles was the same as that of the Samaritans (8 : 16) 
‘‘into the Name of the Lord Jesus;” 5. To add quantity to the 
element (water) is to add to the words of the Holy Ghost. 

As the facts and the terms, divinely descriptive of this baptism 
of the Gentiles & Mvedpare ‘Ayiw, prove, that this baptism was not 
“in the Holy Ghost,” and consequently that such interpretation 
- of these words is unscriptural and false, so, the facts and terms, 
expressed or supplied by necessary ellipsis, prove, that there 
neither was nor could be any baptism into water under the divine 
instruction, that the rite was to be administered ‘ Sdart, ef¢ td 
évopa. tod Kuptov *Inaod, with water into THE NAME OF THE LoRD 
JESUS.” 


RITUAL BAPTISM OF JOHN’S DISCIPLES WITH WATER, INTO THE 
NAME OF THE LORD JESUS. 


Acts 19: 8-5. 


Hic ti obv éBarrioOyre; Oi dé cimov* Hic 7d "Iwdvvov Barteowa. ire dé 
MlabAoc’ ’Iwdvvye, pév, ’eBartice Bartiowe petaovolacg... ’Akotoavtec dé éBatTia- 
Onoav el¢ 76 6voua Tov Kupiov *Ijoov. 

‘<TInto what, then, were ye baptized? And they said, Into the baptism 
of John. Then said Paul, John verily baptized the baptism of repentance, 
saying unto the people, that they should believe on him which should come 
after him, that is, on Christ Jesus.”’ 


FACTS. 


Paul finds at Ephesus a company of John’s disciples apparently 
living apart from heathenism, Judaism, and Christianity. These 
persons remained (some score of years subsequent to the ministry 
of John) uninformed respecting the development of Christianity. 
They were especially without knowledge of Jesus as the Lord 
Messiah, and of the gift of the Holy Ghost. consequent upon his 
ascension to heaven. 

Apparently because of their long-isolated position and lack of 
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knowledge, they are both instructed in the knowledge of Jesus 
and of the gift of the Holy Ghost, and are baptized with water 
into the name of the Lord Jesus, and also by miraculous endow- 
ments from the Holy Ghost shed down upon them. 

A deduction from a case-so special in its character, affirming 
the re-baptism of all John’s disciples under widely diverse cir- 
cumstances, would be unsafe. The disciples of John were ‘ bap- 
tized, with water, into repentance,” and they were taught that 
real repentance-baptism insured ‘baptism into the remissign of 
sins,” and they were yet farther taught, that this remission of 
sins came through “the Coming One” whom John pointed out 
in the person of Jesus, saying, *“* Behold! the Lamb of God that 
taketh away the sins of the world.” That they who immediately 
believed on Jesus, and passed from the ministry of John into his 
discipleship were a second time baptized with water ‘into repent- 
ance,” ‘into remission of sins,” or ‘“‘into the Name of the Lord 
Jesus,” there is no Scriptural evidence. 

The farther deduction from this case, that all who were ritually 
baptized were also miraculously baptized by the Holy Ghost with 
prophetic gifts and power to speak with tongues, would be want- 
ing in any adequate Scripture evidence. 

That the reference in this transaction is to the special manifes- 
tation of the Holy Ghost under Christianity, and not to the mere 
existence of the Holy Ghost, is evident 1. From the nature of 
the case, every Jew knew of the existence of the Holy Spirit; 2. 
From the teaching of Christ—John 7: 39, “ This spake he of the 
Spirit which they that believe on him should receive; for the Holy 
Ghost was not yet given;” 3. From the facts at Pentecost, 
Ceesarea, and Samaria; 4. From such bestowal on this occasion 
of the Holy Ghost. 


Translation—Eis. 


The position occupied by «fs in relation to Christian baptism, 
is one of supreme importance, and must determine the real nature 
of that baptism. That such determination may be truly made, it 
is essential that its true value, as in the mind of the Holy Spirit, 
should be clearly attained and maintained. The diversity of 
translation which characterizes this preposition, as related to the 
subject of baptism, is remarkable. We have in, into, unto, for, 
in order to, with reference to, as a part of the list. This varying 
translation of a preposition, in the same relation, shows that there 
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must be some aspect of the case not yet fully brought into the 
light. The passage before us affords some special help toward a 
right translation and conception of Christian baptism, and yet 
there is no uniformity. - 

The Baptist translator of Acts translates thus: “Znto what, 
then, were you immersed? And they said, Into John’s immer- 
sion. Then said Paul, John indeed administered an immersion 
of reformation. . . . They were immersed into the name of the 
Lord Jesus.” The preposition is here translated into, and “ bap- 
tized ” by immersed, except where ‘administered ” is substituted 
for it in what would otherwise be, “immersed an immersion of 
reformation.” To some this translation may be intelligible, but 
to others it will remain “ Greek” still. In a note, this translator 
says, “Eis ought never to be translated in. The Greeks having 
év in, as well as els into.” 

Dr. Conant, as final reviser of the Baptist Version, rejects this 
translation and the doctrine of the note, and substitutes this: 
“Unto what, then, were ye immersed? And they said, Unto 
John’s immersion. Then said Paul, John indeed immersed with 
the immersion of repentance. They were immersed in the name 
of the Lord Jesus.” 

Dr. Conant translates «’< by unto and in, and introduces with 
(as his associate substituted ‘“‘ administered ”’) to smooth over im- 
mersed an immersion. 

Prof. Hackett translates unto. But a writer in the ‘ Baptist 
Quarterly ” advocates a uniform translation of this preposition in 
connection with baptism, by ¢nfo; while another writer, in the 
‘‘ National Baptist,” says: ‘I have felt a serious objection to znto 
the name after baptize or immerse, because that construction 
seems to me to indicate the element in or into which, literally or 
metaphorically, the person is placed by the act. . . . But rather 
that we are immersed 7n, or, if you please, into water with refer- 
ence to the name of, etc.” Thus, this writer prefers in to info, 
but thinks with reference to would be an improvement over both. 
He thinks, too, that it might be well to translate 2 5dat: into 
water (‘ or, if you please, into water”). I suppose for a like reason 
that he thinks it would not be well to translate els td dvoya into the 
Name, to wit, ‘because that construction seems to indicate water 
as Not the element into which the person is placed.” There is 
a beautiful childlike simplicity in this statement. When the Holy 
Ghost teaches a baptism of the soul ‘“(e/s) into Repentance,” 
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‘‘(eic) into the remission of sin,” ‘‘(<ts) into the Name of the Lord 
Jesus,” ‘ (ets) into the Name of the Father, and of the Son, and 
of the Holy Ghost,” and indicates the use of the element, solely by 
éy dart, vdare, by water, with water, it is not strange that into should 
indicate the new condition tnto which the soul must pass, and that 
there should be a willingness that by water, with water, should be 
metamorphosed so as to take the shape znto water, and thus win 
the appearance of “indicating the element info which the person 
passes.” But as this is not our Bible of inspiration, the ‘ indi- 
cation” had better remain as it is. And if the friends of the 
theory reject this confessed ‘indication ” of the Holy Spirit, and 
make a substitute of their own, the responsibility is theirs. We 
will have none of it. We accept what is acknowledged to be an 
** indication ” as much more than an indication, even as a clear, 
express, and uniform declaration of the Divine will, enforced as 
such by just principles of interpretation, and sure doctrines of 
inspiration. 

Prof. J. Addison Alexander may stand as a representative of a 
large number who believe that etc, in this relation, should be and 
must be translated at its normal value, “into.” In his commentary 
on the passage, he says: ‘‘ Unto, in both clauses, should be into, 
as the usual and strict sense of the Greek word, and as more ex- 
pressive of the main idea here suggested, namely, that of initia- 
tion, union, and incorporation. . . . They were baptized into the 
name of the Lord Jesus, 7.e., into union with him as the only 
Saviour.” 


Into What ? 


To translate, eis 7) ¢BaxtisOyre, “ Into what water (fresh or salt, 
river or spring, hot or cold) were you baptized?” is a translation 
not yet, I believe, proposed by those who insist that Christian 
baptism is a dipping into water. But such should be Paul’s 
inquiry if the theory be true. There is no room for the inquiry, 
‘Into what—water, or milk, or oil, or wine—were you baptized ? 
for neither John nor Christianity has anything to do with aught 
but water in baptism. 

Whatever translation of eis may be possible in its varied rela- 
tions, there is no possible translation when it relates to a real or 
verbal baptism, but into. 

To translate ‘unto what,” or ‘for what,” is at best a bungle, 
for the moment we are told into what any one is baptized, we are 
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thereby informed “‘unto” what and “for” what he is baptized. 
When Timon or Alcibiades proposes to baptize a man ‘into the 
river,” or ‘into the sea,” we know that it is a baptism “ unto” 
death, and ** for” the purpose of killing. When Ishmael baptizes 
Gedaliah into drunken stupor, we know that it is ‘* unto” pro- 
found insensibility, and “‘ for” facilitating murder. 

When we are told that John preached baptism ‘into repent- 
ance,” we know that it was ‘“‘unto” godly sorrow for sin, and 
‘‘ for” preparing the way of the Lord. But the translation wnto 
repentance, for repentance repudiates the form of statement by 
the Holy Spirit in order to repudiate the statement itself; for such 
translators deny that there is any baptism info REPENTANCE at all. 
But those to whom Paul addressed the question e’s 7? éSantiatyte 5 
understood him, as Bloomfield suggests, to ask, ets tT! Bdxriopas 
as shown by their answer, «fs td “/wdvyov Bdnttopa, “into 
the baptism of John.” This abbreviated statement was perfectly 
plain to Paul, because he was familiar with the nature of John’s 
baptism as a fdztispa petavotas. He, also, knew that a baptism 
etc petdvotay, preparing for the Coming One, was essentially diverse 
in its nature, and in the knowledge communicated by it, from a 
baptism els 70 dvopa tod Kuptov *Iqood, ** into: the Name of the Lord 
Jesus” come and crucified, risen and ascended. Dr. Carson says, 
‘¢ What is baptism in one case is baptism in another. Between the 
baptism of Christ and the baptism of John there could be no differ- 
ence in the mode.” It would hardly be possible to put a greater 
amount of error into the same number of words. There is no 
mode of action essential to any baptism. Baptism expresses a 
condition under some controlling influence. A drowned man at 
the bottom of the sea is in a state of baptism; a drunken man in 
the highway is in a state of baptism; and a man in a deep sleep 
on his bed is in a state of baptism. If now ‘ what is baptism in 
one case is baptism in another,” then a baptism in the sea, is the 
same as a baptism in the highway, or in a feather bed! 

In like manner a baptism into repentance is the same thing as 
a baptism into the remission of sins; and a baptism into the name 
of Paul is the same thing as a baptism into the name of the Lord 
Jesus; and a baptism into Moses is the same thing as a baptism 
into the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghost. Dr. Carson’s idea of a baptism is as far removed from the 
truth as the idea of a Hindoo respecting this round Biba, when 
he pronounces it a broad plain. 
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Baptize a Baptism. 


Paul says, “ John baptized the baptism of repentance.” The 
Baptist Version feeling that the phrase “immersed the immer- 
sion of repentance” was impracticable, introduces with—* im- 
mersed with the immersion of repentance ;” how much better this 
is I cannot say as I do not understand it. Some might be dis- 
posed to think, that it would be truer to the theory to translate 
“dipped the dipping of repentance,” or “ dipped with the dipping 
of repentance ;” but to all except to the initiated these trahsla- 
tions will need to be translated. The phraseology of Luke seems 
to be parallel to the Classic phrase fdgw Sdppa Lapdcavxdy (Aris- 
tophanes), which does not declare, ‘I will immerse a Sardian 
immersion,” or, “I will dip a Sardian dip,” but, **I will dye a 
Sardian dye.” And as the phrase from Aristophanes indicates a 
secondary meaning of Sdztw, so the phrase used by Paul points 
to a secondary meaning of faxtefw. As Pappa Lapdcavxdy does not 
express a dip of Sardis, but a dyed condition (purple) such as 
Sardis was famous for, so Bdztiopa petavoias does not express a 
dip of repentance, but a condition such as repentance effects, 
which condition is a spiritually purified condition, as the Scrip- 
tures expressly declare, that the faztiopa of repentance is (es 
dyeow dpvaptiwy) into the remission of sins, leaving the soul which 
has received this baptism in a condition of unsullied purity. Just 
as jdztw received its colored character from use among dyes, so 
faxtilw receives its uncolored character by use among purifica- 
tions. Just as Lapdravixdv defines Bdypa, so petavotas answers Paul’s 
inquiry Ets rt Béxtespa; and defines 7d Bdxtespa *lwavvon. Bappa, 
used among dyes, expressed a thorough change of condition by 
some influence capable of coloring. This general idea was limited 
and defined by an adjunct; in the case before us by Zapdravexdy = 
a purple (Bdyya) color. Béztispa, used among purifications, ex- 
presses a thorough change of condition by some influence capable 
of purifying. This general idea was limited and defined by ad- 
juncts; thus there was a fdxteopa “lovdazov, a Jewish baptism, 
which was by heifer ashes, etc., which was a real ceremonial puri- 
fication and a type of spiritual purification; also, a Bdérreopa 2 
Ihvebpace “Ayiy, a Holy Spirit baptism, which was a real spiritual 
purification of the soul by Divine power; also, a Bdzricya ‘Iwavwu, 
a Johannic baptism, which was a symbol purification giving ritual 
visibility to the real purification of the soul by the Holy Ghost. 
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a Baxticua éxt tw dvopate Iqa0d Xptotod = els 6 dvopa tod Kupiov  lnod, 
a purification from sin by faith resting (as a foundation) upon the 
name of Jesus Christ as “the Lamb of God that taketh away the 
sin of the world,” or (the same idea expressed under another 
form), by entering into the Lord Jesus, the atoning Redeemer, 
and thus becoming penetrated and pervaded with his sin-remit- 
ting power; and, still farther, a Gdztiopa 2& Sdatog xar Ivebparos, a 
baptism by water and Spirit, which is a purification of body and 
soul by water impregnated with the power of the Holy Ghost. 
This baptism is unknown to the Scriptures. It is of Patristic 
origin and pervades their writings and theology. We will meet 
with it hereafter. 
_ This glance at the various relations of fdzrioza makes it ob- 
vious, that to the inquiry Ev’s 1) fdxtispa éBanticdyte; the reply, 
“Ets 16 *[wayov faxttopna, into the baptism of John,” gives an 
answer equally precise, with the reply to the question Evs ti Bappa 
éBagOynte; into what dye were you dipped? We were dipped into 
Sardian dye. Bdzxtw with «is tt Séyya must, I think, express the 
primary meaning of the verb (to dip), and with appa Lapdravexdy 
it must express its acquired meaning (to dye), the effect of dip- 
ping into a dye. How absolutely the primary meaning (to dip) 
is lost, is shown by the fact that this Sardian dye was effected by 
beating with the fists. In like manner faztifw with ets tf Bartiopa. 
must be understood as related to this ideal baptism in its primary 
meaning; while in the very diverse construction @Sdzrise Bdatispa 
petavotas, it must be understood in a secondary sense (to purify) 
secured from the effect of the ideal baptism of repentance, which © 
is (e(s dgeow dpapttwy) into the remission of sins, and therefore, of 
necessity, purifying in its nature. 

This parallel usage shows that the affinity between fant:Sw and 
féxtw is not through the stem which dips; but through that 
which dyes = thoroughly changes condition by imparting color ; 
while fazteSw thoroughly changes condition by imparting some 
other (uncolored) influential characteristic; under Christianity 
such characteristic as belongs to repentance, remission of sins, 
and a crucified Redeemer. 


THE BAPTISM RECEIVED BY ‘*‘THE TWELVE.” 


Water is not mentioned in this investigation respecting the 
baptism received by these Ephesian twelve. It is, however, ex- 
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cluded again and again from the position of receiving element, 
by the express declaration that this position was filled by a wholly 
different element. It was unnecessary that water should be men- 
tioned. It had already been stated; it was uniformly presented 
under one and the same aspect, that of instrumental symbol 
agency, and would, as such, be necessarily supplied ; indeed, this 
is all that can be supplied; every other element is present, the 
administrator, the subject, the ideal element; what is lacking is 
the agency; and this Luke supplies for us by statement else- 
where; and thus fully equipped these twelve * (¢SantisOnoav bate 
elg TO dvoya tov Kvptov ’Inood) were baptized with water INTO the 
Name of the Lord Jesus.” 


‘RITUAL BAPTISM OF CRISPUS AND GAIUS not “INTO THE NAME 
OF PAUL.” 


1 Conrnrurans 1: 13-15. 
Hic 16 dvoua Iatdov éBanriabyte; . . . ovdeva tuav éBdrrica, ei uy Kpiorov 
wal Tdiov: “Iva uh elmn tee bre 76 el¢ epdv dvoua éBartica, 
‘‘Tam of Paul. . . Was Paul crucified for you? or were ye baptized into 


the name of Paul? I thank God that I baptized none of you, but Crispus 
and Gaius: Lest any should say that I had baptized into mine own name.” 


“INTO THE NAME OF PAUL.” 


This is the last case of ritual baptism mentioned in the New 
Testament with any adjuncts calculated to throw light upon the 
nature of the baptism. It gives instruction on the following 
points: 1. This was ritual baptism. It could not be a baptism 
conferring miraculous gifts ; for then Paul could not have thanked 
God that he had not conferred such baptism. It was not regen- 
erative baptism ; for this was beyond the power of Paul to bestow. 
It must then have been, what all the facts show that it was, ritual 
baptism. 

2. Ritual baptism was extended and perpetuated. The place 
where this rite was administered was Corinth, a city of Greece; 
the time of its administration was twenty or more years after 
the death of Christ. ; 

3. The persistent and sole formula expressive of Christian 


“INTO THE NAME OF PAUL.” pA Ay 


baptism was (ele té évopa tod Kupiov *Iya0d), “into the Name of the 
Lord Jesus.” Peter, in the first sermon preached under Chris- 
tianity, announced the baptism (efs dgeow duaptiwy ent tH dvopart 
I. X.), ‘into the remission of sins grounded upon the Name of 
Jesus Christ ;” and in the first ritual baptism this sentiment is 
condensed into the formula “ (ef¢ td dvoya tod Kuptov ’lyovd), into 
the Name of the Lord Jesus.” The subsequent use of this for- 
mula is expressly stated (Acts 19:5), and no other is so stated at 
any time. This formula was clearly before the mind of Paul as 
shown by the condemnatory substitution of his own name for the 
name of the Lord Jesus. 

4. As to the meaning of this formula. To be baptized (really 

or ideally) into anything, expresses the fact that the baptized 
object is made subject to the controlling power or assimilating 
influence of such thing, whatever it may be. Baptism “ into the 
name of Paul,” therefore, expresses subjection to Paul's influence 
as a Leader and Teacher. In other words, induces that cry 
heard at Corinth—I am of Pauu!” Baptism into the Name of 
the Lord Jesus, expresses subjection to his power and influence 
as ‘* Lord,” to rule over, and as * Jesus,” to save from sins. 

5. The ellipsis of water. The doctrine of ellipsis is, that that 
which is the most essential requisite in any transaction may be 
omitted, on the ground that it cannot but be missed, and there- 
fore will not fail to be supplied. The most essential requisite in 
the administration of Christian ritual baptism is water. Without 
this the Christian rite cannot be administered. Therefore when- 
ever it is stated, that ritual baptism has been administered in 
any case, as for example by Paul to Crispus and Gaius, we 
know that water was used, although there is no mention of it. 
When Christian baptism was first instituted, it was necessary to 
make express statement of its distinctive character, so far as it 
differed from that of John and of the disciples of Jesus (John 
4:1,2). And this was done by declaring, that this baptism was 
no longer ele petavotay, nor els apeow déyapttwy—* into repentance ” 
—‘into the remission of sins;” but that these antecedent bap- 
tisms were merged in that to which they owed their origin, and 
from which they derived all their value, namely, baptism ‘into 
the Name of the Lord Jesus.” It was not necessary that in the 
announcement of Christian baptism there should be a renewed 
mention of water, because in this respect there was no change; 
and, therefore, water is never formally mentioned as entering 
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into the Christian rite; although it is mentioned, incidentally, 
twice—Acts 8:36; 10: 46. 

Tlie same imperative necessity which makes the supply of the 
elliptically absent water necessary, makes it necessary, that it 
should be supplied in precisely that form and in such relation, 
as it is furnished to us by inspiration. That form is without ex- 
ception in the dative, with or without a preposition, and asso- 
ciated with an accusative and «fs. These cases do, in Classic 
Greek, invariably express the agency by which a baptism is 
effected, and the element into which the baptized object passes. 
We so interpret them and with the same invariableness, in Scrip- 
ture. We know negatively, that Crispus and Gaius were not 
baptized (e’s ddwp) into water, because there is no such statement 
to be found anywhere in Scripture; and we know affirmatively, 
that they were. baptized “‘(vdat: es 1d dvoua tod K. I.) with water 
into the Name of the Lord Jesus,” because this is the distinct and 
exclusive statement of the Holy Spirit in the case of such like 
baptisms. 

6. The comparative value of ritual baptism. Paul neither be- 
lieved that ritual baptism had power to regenerate the soul, nor 
that the manner of using the water in the rite constituted the 
sine qua non of church membership, and of the right to sit down 
at the Lord’s table, nor, a discriminating test of obedience to 
God, else he never could have said—‘ Christ sent me not to bap- 
tize, but to preach the Gospel.” 

CoroLuARY. To preach a ritual baptism is not to preach the 
Gospel; and, a fortiori, to preach a modal use of water is not to 
preach the Gospel. 

All the cases of ritual baptism, which could throw light upon 
its nature or administration, have now been passed in review. 
The result is, that there is not one fact which exemplifies, not 
one word which inculeates, a dipping into water; but on the con- 
trary, to teach and to practice a dipping into waTER as Christian 
baptism is an abandonment of the baptism taught in the word of 
God, which is, ‘‘wirH water, Into the Name of the Lorp Jxsus.” 


CHRISTIC BAPTISM: RITUAL BAPTISM OF HOUSE- 
HOLDS WITH THEIR FAMILY HEAD. 


RITUAL BAPTISM OF HOUSEHOLDS WITH WATER INTO THE 
NAME OF THE LORD JESUS. 


Acts 16:15. 
‘Qe 68 EBanticby, Kat 6 olkog aprie. 


‘¢ And when she was baptized and her household.” 


Acts 16: 33. 
Kai éBarricby airéc kai of abtov mavrec mapayphua. 


‘¢ And was baptized, he and all his, straightway.’’ 


1 Cor. 1: 16. 
"E@arrica 0é kal Tov Uregava olKov. 


“ And I baptized, also, the household of Stephanas.”’ 


HOUSEHOLD BAPTISM. 


THE peculiarity of these baptisms, as compared with the bap- 
tisms previously considered, is, that the household is baptized 
with the believing Family head. 

This fact is so distinctly and so repeatedly stated as to admit 
of no question. The reason for this fact, namely, the baptism of 
a household with its family Head, is questioned. Some say the 
reason of this baptism is stated as well as the fact, in that it is 
declared to be *“*his household,” “‘her household.” They say there 
was a necessity from the nature of the case, that in recognizing 
the sovereignty of God over him and his, and the grace of God in 
Christ toward him and his, he should make recognition of such 
sovereignty and grace, both as an individual and as a family Head, 
in the way appointed by God. The same condition of things which 
makes it fit and necessary that he should, by Christian baptism, 
acknowledge his subjection to the divine sovereignty and his need 
of divine grace, made it imperative that he should make like 
acknowledgment for “all his.” It is undeniable, that the rights 
of God as a sovereign extend over an infant child; it is equally 
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undeniable, that the redemption of Christ is needed by an infant 
child; but an infant child is unable personally to make acknowl- 
edgment of these great truths and their correspondent duties ; 
and if there be none whose duty it is to make such acknowledg- 
ment, and assume such responsibilities as grow out of this acknowl- 
edgment, then the rights of God and the spiritual interests of 
this child must pass into abeyance. But neither the claim of divine 
sovereignty, nor the efficacy of Christ’s redemption, becomes 
inoperative through infancy. That sovereignty which an infant 
cannot recognize, the parent is bound to recognize as it extends 
over his child; and whatever is necessary to qualify that child to 
understand this divine claim, and to respond to its obligations, is 
an imperative duty for the parent to perform. God makes this 
claim and requires this duty: ‘* As the soul of the father, so, also, 
the soul of the son is mine.” These truths underlie the language 
of these baptisms, “her household,” ‘all his,’ and constitute the 
underlying reason, why households were baptized with their family 
Heads. The relation between the household and the family Head, 
(making one family) and of both (in their wnzty) to God, is the 
reason, on the face of these Scripture statements, for household 
baptism. These are divine reasons, and are confirmed by a broader 
view of the family as historically presented in the Scriptures. 


The Family is a Divine Institution. 


The origin, character, and true value of the Family are elements 
of essential value in determining the ground and obligation of 
Household baptism. Fortunately those who are interested in this 
question admit, that the Family is a divine institution. They also 
admit, that the Family is from the beginning, and that the whole 
human race is one vast outgrowth of a single Family head. Within 
this world family there are a thousand times ten thousand other 
families of miniature dimension, but with identically the same 
constitution. These families, more or less conformed to their 
divine original, fill the earth. It is obvious, that this world is 
founded on a family constitution. Its constitutional unit is not 
an independent, dissociate individuality, but a conjunct and asso- 
ciate individuality in and under the Family constitution. 


Family Unity. 


The rights, duties, and obligations of the individual man or 
woman are essentially modified and controlled by their entering 
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upon that relation of twain-unity divinely established in marriage. 
These, also, are modified, varied, and deepened by the establish- 
ment of parental Heidi: the existence and nature of which are 
of God. The child belongs, in a profound and wonderful sense, 
to the father who has begotten if and to the mother of whom it 
has been born. And they are jointly and severally responsible, 
in the same profound and wonderful sense, for the unfolding of 
that life in holiness and to the glory of God. Itis a multiplication 
of their own life; and God gives to them a vast, if not an abso- 
lute, control over it, and holds them responsible for the exercise 
of such control. There is a unit life as well as a multiplied life 
in the family; and there is an immeasurable responsibility for 
‘that life of ‘Aer household,” and of “all his,” resting on every 
family Head. The idea, that the claims of God as a Sovereign 
and the grace of Christ as a Saviour, come to a family Head with 
the same limitations to naked individuality as they come to one 
who stands alone in the world, is ineffably absurd. 

God has always dealt with the family as a unity in its Head. 
Therefore, the whole human family is what it is to-day—‘t As by 
one man sin entered into the world and death by sin;” “‘ As by 
the offence of one judgment came upon all men to condemnation.” 
God covenants with the family Head including ‘“‘his” as a unity— 
‘Noah was a just man and walked with God. With thee will I 
establish my covenant; and thou shalt come into the ark, thou, 
and thy sons, and thy wife, and thy son’s wives, with thee. And 
the Lord said unto Noah, Come thou and all Tuy house into the 
ark; for thee have I seen to be righteous before me in this gen- 
eration.” Thus “his house” was saved through its family Head. 
Again, God covenants with Noah as the second head of the human 
family, and with his sons as subordinate family Heads—* And 
God spake unto Noah, and to his sons with him, saying, And I, 
behold I, will establish my covenant with you and with your seed 
after you.” God includes in his family covenant children before 
they are born. 

The angels said unto Lot, “‘ Hast thou here any besides? son- 
in-law, and thy sons, and thy daughters, and whatsoever thou hast 
in the city, bring them out of this place.” The salvation of Lot’s 
family turns solely on their being ‘‘m1s.” They may have no im- 
mediate personal covenant relation with God, yet they are beloved 
for their father’s sake, and embraced in covenant blessings with — 
the Family head. 
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Family Headship. 


Authority is committed by God to the family Head —Gen. 18: 19, 
“T know Abraham that he will command uis children and HIs 
household after him.” Deut. 32:46, ‘Ye shall command your 
children to observe to do all the words of this law.” 

Obligation is laid upon children to respect this authority—Exod. 
20:12, ‘‘ Honor thy father and thy mother.” Ephes. 6: 1, ‘ Chil 
dren, obey your parents in the Lord.” 

Responsibility accompanies this authority—Deut. 4: 9, “Teach 
them to thy sons and thy son’s sons.” Prov. 22:6, “* Train up 
a child in the way he should go.” Ephes. 6:4, ‘* Ye fathers, 
bring up your children in the nurture and admonition of the 
Lord.” 

Parents must enforce God’s law in their households—Exod. 
20:8, ‘*Remember the Sabbath day to keep it holy; Six days 
shalt thou labor and do all thy work: But the seventh day is the 
Sabbath of the Lord thy God: in it thou shalt not do any work, 
THOU, nor THY son, nor THY daughter.” 

The authority vested in a family Head and the responsibility 
under it is grandly announced by Joshua to all the family heads 
of Israel when they were called upon to choose whom they would 
worship as their God—“ As for me and My house WE will serve 
the Lord.” Joshua was a ruler over God’s people and a ruler, in 
God’s name and for God’s glory, over his own house. “A bishop 
must be one that ruleth well HIs own house, having HIS CHILDREN 
in subjection” (1 Tim. 3: 4). 

Promises are given to encourage in the fulfilment of the duties 
of family Headship—Genesis 17: 7, ‘I will establish my covenant 
between me and THEE and Tuy seed after thee ... to be a Gop 
unto THEE and to THY SEED after thee.” 

Peter introduces Christianity by a reiteration of this promise 
embracing the family Head and household—Acts 2:39, ‘The 
promise is to you and to YOUR CHILDREN.” 

Paul renews it to the Jailer—“ Believe and thou shalt be saved 
and Tuy house.” By faith Noah prepared an ark to the saving 
of nis house” (Heb. 11:7). And every head of a family who does 
by faith receive the Lord Jesus Christ, does thereby lay hold of 
promises full of salvation to his house. Therefore the Lord Jesus 
says of the believing Zaccheus, “ To-day is salvation come to this 
house forasmuch as Hf also is a son of Abraham” (Luke 19: 9). 


ANOTHER VIEW. 925. 


For these and suchlike reasons we believe, that the language 
in which these household baptisms is expressed does declare, not 
merely the historical fact that such baptisms did take place, but 
also, expressly and pointedly, the ground on which they do di- 
vinely rest; namely, the unity of life between the family Head 
and its members making it obligatory upon the Head to receive 
God’s commands and promises ALIKE for his FAMILY as for HIM- 
SELF; and to recognize the obligation, to consecrate that unity 
of family life to the glory of God laboring for its unfolding under 
the promises, in the beauty of holiness. 


Another view. 


Another view of these baptisms declares, that the statement of 
family Headship on the one part, ‘and of Household membership 
on the other part, is a mere record of historical facts wholly out- 
side of the baptism, and in no wise entering into the character of 
the baptism or affecting its administration. Baptism is declared 
to be limited to an individual personality in the exercise of repent- 
ance and faith, and therefore restricted to an adult, acting with 
independent individuality. This theory denies family unity under 
the Law of God, and rejects family life from the kingdom of God. 

We object to this view as grounded in a misconception of scrip- 
tural baptism; as presenting a fundamentally erroneous view of 
the relations of the human race to God the Creator and to God in 
Christ the Redeemer; and also as dividing the kingdom of God 
against itself, makipg God’s constitution of the church antagon- 
istic to God’s constitution of the human race. 

1. Baptism with water is grounded in the blood baptism of 
Christ. The blood of Christ secures through the Holy Ghost the 
regeneration of the soul, the remission of sins, and reconciliation 
with God. Infants need these blessings as truly as adults need 
them. Infants can receive these blessings as truly as adults can 
receive them. Whenever infant or adult receives them, they are 
the giftof God. In the bestowal of these gifts God may be moved 
solely by his own sovereign grace, or by the prayer of faith in the 
nameof his Son. This prayer of faith may be offered by the adult 
for himself; the infant cannot offer such prayer for himself. Is 
the infant therefore excluded from the Cross of Christ (in its 
power through the Holy Ghost to regenerate, to remit sin, and to 
reconcile to God) by hopeless exclusion from the prayer of faith? 
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By no means. All the blessings of the prayer of faith are open 
to the new-born babe.. The parent (whose life has passed into that 
infant life) may and is under infinite obligation to pray for .that 
new-born soul as for his own soul. “As the soul of the father so 
also the soul of the son is mine.” He may and he is bound to pray 
for the second birth of that infant soul, for thé remission of that 
sin which proceeds from being born of his flesh, and for the eternal 
reconciliation with God in his holiness of this new-born babe, in 
the Name and for the sake of the babe of Bethlehem, the holy 
child Jesus, the crucified of Calvary! What a parent may “pray 
for to be given to his child, may be granted to a child, in answer 
to a parent’s prayer. Now if the water in baptism be the seal of 
blessings promised in answer. to faith in the promises of God in 
Christ, and if those blessings are available for infants, and if 
parents are required of God to offer prayer, believing in those 
promises, for their infant children, then the seal of those promises 
belongs to infant children through parental faith. When the 
Bible shuts out infants from the richest blessings of the Cross, 
and precludes parents from praying in their behalf for those 
blessings, then, but not till then, men may shut them out from 
the seal of those blessings which belong through covenant grace 
alike to parents and their children. 


Household relation to God. 


The idea that the human race stands related to God as an 
aggregation of individuals, on an exclusive basis of personal 
responsibility, is an error absolute and profound. Every page of 
Scripture and of history condemns it; every man’s observation 
and experience refutes it. It is doubly disproved by the Bible 
declaration— As in ADAM all die, so in Curist shall all be made 
alive.” Personal responsibility is a truth most real and oppres- 
sive by reason of the responsibilities which gather around it. But 
personal responsibility, as that of mere individualism, is not the 
only responsibility in our world. The whole human race, by 
reason of a common life and death (the web and woof of its uni- 
versal existence) has a marvellous personality, together with its 
no less marvellous responsibilities. That there is a common life 
in every household is a simple fact beyond denial. To deny that 
that household life has a head, and that in that head vests a house- 
hold responsibility which includes every living member of such 
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household, is to kick against the pricks sharpened by God’s truth, 
and made rigid by the experience of ages. Individual life and 
individual personal responsibility are not more truly or more fully 
taught in the Bible, than are household life and family responsi- 
bility under the household head. - 

Was it in illustration of mere individual responsibility that the 
sword of the destroying angel was drawn in Egypt to smite the 
first-born of every house? What was the personal act of impeni- 
tence or unbelief which gave individual responsibility to that first- 
born babe whose birth-cry was merged in its death-wail on that 
fearful night? Or, did that Messenger of wrath cross the family 
thresholds of Egypt slaying the first-ggrn (and wounding in that 

deathstroke every heart of the household) without responsibility 
for sin against God resting anywhere? Was it in illustration 
of that mere individual responsibility which knows no father, no 
mother, no son, no daughter, that the command was given to the 
household Huans of Israel to sprinkle their Famity door-posts with 
the blood of the Lamb in order that the FIRST-BORN OF THE HOUSE 
might be saved from death? Where is the personal faith and 
obedience of that BABE resting on its Mother’s bosom developed in 
that act of blood-sprinkling? Is the responsibility of that act (on 
which life and death are suspended) laid over upon that uncon- 
scious babe or upon the raAMILY Hrap? 

Can such cases (abounding everywhere in the Bible and super- 
abounding in every age under the providential rule of God) be 
met by the doctrine of a naked individual responsibility? The 
wailings of the households of Egypt over their dead children, and 
the joy in the households of Israel that the blood of the Lamb, 
sprinkled by the obedience and faith of their Household Heads, 
HAS SAVED THEIR CHILDREN who could, personally, neither obey nor 
believe, alike reject the doctrine. This doctrine is repudiated, 
and the doctrine of household life, and the responsibility of house- 
hold Headship to hear the command and promise of God for those 
who are sharers of this life, is established as an abiding and uni- 
versal truth by the command— Ye shall observe this thing for 
an ordinance to thee and to thy sons forever. And it shall come 
to pass, when your children shall say unto you, What mean ye by 
this service? that ye shall say, It is the sacrifice of the Lord’s 
passover, who passed over the houses of the children of Israel in 
Egypt, when he smote the Egyptians, and delivered our houses” 
(Exod. 12: 24-27). ; 
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Little children of the household syMBouuy redeemed by the blood 
of sprinkling THROUGH THE FAITH AND OBEDIENCE OF THE FAMILY 
HEAD, was the truth written in blood and taught in every household 
of Israel for a THOUSAND AND A HALF THOUSAND YEARS, even 
until the typified Lamb came and by the shedding of his own 
blood, confirmed this great truth of the past and commanded that 
it should be preached at Pentecost and thenceforward, forever, that 
‘““THE PROMISE IS TO YOU AND YOUR CHILDREN.” 

Another illustrative case is found in the baptism of all the 
families of Israel (parents and children together) “into Modzs.” 
The demand made of Pharaoh was, that Israel should go out of 
Egypt by families. He wai willing that the adults should go, but 
not with the ‘little ones.” But the God of the family constrained 
him to grant, at last, the permission. Now, on whom did the 
responsibility of this great movement, carrying these families 
out of the kingdom of Pharaoh into the kingdom of God, rest ? 
Was it the act of these ‘little ones,” or of their family Heads? 

Never was there such a procession of FAMILIES going (as Paul 
(1 Cor. 10:2) tells us) on their way to baptism. There were a 
half million, more or less, families. It is not doubtful, I presume, 
whether there were any children in these families or not. There 
was quite a number of ‘little ones.” And just as Lydia and her 
household, and the Jailer and all his, were baptized together, so 
these parents and their households received one and the same 
baptism. It is true, that while they ‘* went down to the water ” 
(and there was so ‘much water” that a thousand Jordans and 
Enons might have been swallowed up in it) still, it was not used 
for dipping. And while we reject the theory’s conceit of a 
“dry baptism” in the Red Sea, we are happy (so long as there 
are any who like Pharaoh would send parents out to baptism 
without their “ little ones”) to remind them, that God would not 
allow that to be separated which He had joined together, and 
would gently indicate the argumentum ad hominem which this 
cobaptism of a HALF MILLION PARENTS AND CHILDREN “into Moses” 
(type of “the Coming One”) puts into our hands. When God 
would establish a visible kingdom and church he rejects the 
Pharaonic individualism and demands his own Family constitu- 
tion. A brief glance at one more fact, and I pass from this 
phase of the error which destroys family life and repudiates 
family Headship as ordained of God with authoritative and re- 
sponsible action under divine command and promise. When the 
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antitype Passover Lamb had come, and his precious blood was 
freely offered for the salvation of parents and their children (not 
less broadly efficacious surely than the blood of the type lamb) 
Jewish parents refused it—‘* All the people said, His blood be on 
us and on our children.” Parents rejected “ Christ our Passover ” 
for themselves and their children. Was there any efficacious 
power in that rejection by parents? Has there not been a drawn 
sword (reddened with blood) over the houses of those * parents 
and their children ” these eighteen hundred years in consequence 
of that rejecting imprecation? Are not they presumptuously 
bold who in view of such facts (a few among others numerous as 
the stars) do deny, that there is a Family life immediately and 
_ responsibly related through the Family Head to God in his com- 
mandments and promises, ordinances and judgments? Are they 
who refuse the Symbol of the blood of the Lamb for their chil- 
dren, wiser than would have been the Parents of Israel had they 
said, ‘“* This sprinkling by us can do our CHILDREN no good; they 
cannot repent, they cannot believe, they cannot obey, they can- 
not understand anything about it ; WE WILL NOT OBSERVE SUCH A 
SERVICE”? If Israel’s parents had said, ‘Our act, our obedience, 
our faith, can do our CHILDREN no good,” would there not have 
been lamentation and weeping over the DEAD in all such homes on 
the morrow ? 


The Family rejected from the kingdom of God. 


The doctrine that the kingdom of God = the Church, is made 
up solely of individuals on the basis of a personal repentance 
and faith, without recognition or provision for the relation of 
parent and child in family unity, any more than for the relation 
of a lawyer to his clients, of a physician to his patients, or a 
merchant to his customers, is a doctrine, which the Lord of that 
kingdom rejects on the ground of that folly and ruin which must 
be the portion of ‘a kingdom divided against itself.” 

That the constitution of this world is divine, will be admitted 
by all who believe that there isa God. That the constitution of 
the human race has its fundamental element in the Family Insti- 
tution and not in the individual man will be admitted by every 
rational being. That the strongest, the tenderest, and the most 
influential ties bind parent and offspring together under divine 
constitution, the brute creation would testify, if men should deny. 
That moral duties and responsibilities inhere in the relation of 
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parent and child, making the parent responsible (who shall fix 
the limits?) for the moral wellbeing of the child, none can ra- 
tionally deny, who admit the moral nature of the new-born babe 
and the claim of God—* all souls are mine.” 

Now, from this kingdom, under a Family constitution, God has 
by sin been rejected. And he has declared his purpose to over- 
throw his enemies and to re-establish his kingdom—* Every knee 
shall bow to me;” “Out of the mouth of babes and sucklings 
thou hast ordained praise.” The doctrine under consideration 
declares, that God will not re-establish this kingdom; but will set 
up another kingdom under a radically diverse constitution, from 
which family life shall be rejected and a solitary individualism be 
substituted. There would, thus, be two kingdoms of God in the 
world; the one having the Family Institution as its controlling 
feature, and the other refusing to give the Family institution any 
admission. “If Satan cast out Satan, Satan’s kingdom cannot 
stand.” If God’s Family be cast out of God’s kingdom the re- 
sult remains to be developed. There has been no trial of such 
evisceration. The church for five thousand years has accepted 
this as the divine Constitution of the human race, nor has she 
ever supposed that God has set up another kingdom radically 
antagonistic to his own original kingdom. It does not, however, 
remain to be shown, that no nation or community organized on a 
basis rejecting or subverting the divine Institution of the Family, 
can stand. This has abundantly been proved. Throughout 
heathenism generally the family is in ruins; and the moral ruin 
is as abounding. China has a singular history both as to per- 
manence and as to regard for the family. Mohammedanism has 
substituted the harem for the family. France, at her influential 
centres, is largely destitute of family life; history declares the 
result. Romanism receives individual men and women into her 
monasteries, and nunneries, and priesthood, and rejects the 
family; the result is on record. Communism, Fourierism, 
Shakerism, Mormonism, reject or subvert the family; and the 
balance-wheel of permanence, and the germ of development and 
moral blessing is gone. . 

They who are attempting to build up a kingdom in God’s name 
of individual men and women, rejecting from it the Family In- 
stitution, have been engaged in the task too short a time and 
their piety is too much better than their logic, to show the natu- 
ral and fully developed fruit. 
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Should a father and mother, with their newly born babe, appear 
before the custodians of such an organization, and ask admission 
into the Church, the visible kingdom of God, the answer must be: 
“You can be received because you can repent and believe; but 
there is no provision for the infpenitent and the unbelieving.” 
But our babe has not performed one act of impenitence or origi- 
nated one act of unbelief. “That is true; but he must personally 
repent and believe or he cannot come into the kingdom of the 
gospel; ‘Repent and be baptized every one of you;’ ‘He that 
believeth and is baptized shall be saved, he that believeth not 
shall be damned.’ Your child is a child of the Devil.” Is our 
babe under the curse of the Law without any personal act of his 
_but solely by the act of his parents and his birth from them, and 
yet incapable of being received into the kingdom of the gospel by 
their act, acknowledging the sovereign right of God in him, the 
commands of God faid upon us for him, confessing his need of 
cleansing by the blood of Christ the Redeemer, and accepting with 
adoring faith the promises ‘‘made unto parents and their chil- 
dren,” and holding him forth by the prayer of faith to be received 
into a Saviour’s arms? ‘Your child is under the covenant of 
DEATH as your child; but he is not under the covenant of LIFE as 
your child. No provision is made in the gospel for the salvation 
of children with their parents.” Will you, then, receive us as 
PARENTS? ‘No, we cannot. When we reject your child as your 
child received from God to be nurtured, trained, taught in his 
kingdom for his glory, we reject THE FAMILY 7n all its elements and 
therefore cannot receive you into the kingdom of God as Parents, 
Father and Mother. We have no fathers and mothers, or sons 
and daughters, in our kingdom. And if your child (now unpro- 
vided for and left out in the kingdom of Satan because he cannot 
repent and believe) should live long enough to repent and believe, 
he could not come into the kingdom as your child ; and when in 
it, he could not be related to you as your child under the laws of 
the kingdom, but only as any other individual believer.” Well, 
then, we will enter the kingdom of God as nuSBAND and Wirz. In 
God’s name, and by God’s ordinance, we twain have been made 
one. Marriage, no doubt, is a part of the law of God’s kingdom. 
“No, it is not. The only elements which can be considered in 
receiving into the kingdom of God is individualism, not twain- 
unity any more than family unity. We cannot recognize you in 
your relation as husband and wife, any more than we can recog- 
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nize Richard Roe and John Doe as partners in business, when 
they come together to be received into the kingdom. Beside, if 
we were to recognize Marriage as an element in the kingdom of 
God, and you entering that kingdom as husband and wife should 
have a child born to you, what could we do with 4? We would 
be placed in the dilemma of recognizing Marriage, and Husband 
and Wife, as belonging to the kingdom of God, and casting ‘the 
fruit of the womb which is His reward’ out of his kingdom, as 
unholy /” When your members intermarry do they marry in the 
kingdom? ‘No; Marriage is God’s institution, it is celebrated 
by God’s minister, it is performed in God’s house, it is sanctified 
by prayer in God’s name, but it 7s all out of His kingdom, and in 
the world” (Satan’s kingdom?) ‘‘to which MARRIAGE and THE 
FAMILY BELONG (!). In the kingdom of God there is nothing but 
naked individualism (man, woman), repenting and believing.” 

Does not the Bible address Husbands and Wives as in the 
kingdom and as having duties to perform toward each other? 
“That is an accident not entering into the constitution of the 
kingdom any more than when it addresses rich men and poor men, 
and enjoins just weights and equal balances. Marriage no more 
enters into the kingdom of God than does a commercial partner- 
ship; nor the Family with its parents and children, any more 
than an Orphan Asylum with its Steward and Matron and orphan 
waifs.” 

Thus rejected, Father and Mother bear away their babe, saying, 
““O my soul, come not thou into their secret; unto their assembly, 
mine honor, be not thou united.” 

And let all who fear God and keep his commandments say— 
AMEN. 


Results. 


1. The Rev. Dr. Brantley is reported, at a meeting of Baptist 
ministers in Philadelphia, as saying: “The nation has no God, 
and the Family has no God; individuals only havea God.” How 
much better is this destructive logic than that of the child who 
destroys his watch in quest of the individual action of wheel and 
spring, or than that of the daughters of Pelias who anatomize 
the body of their parent into its individual members in search of 
a higher life, 1 do not know. Why this logic does not repudiate 
the reasoning of the heathen Menenius Agrippa and of the chris- 
tian Paul in establishing a common life (with its peculiar duties 
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and responsibilities) as belonging, severally, to the nation and to 
the church, I cannot tell. Why duty and responsibility should 
attach to the whole man (body, soul, and spirit) and not rather a 
primitive code be established on the basis of the act of Scevola 
and of Cranmer in committing the guilty HAND to the flames, the 
friends of this logic must show. And in their labors must be in- 
cluded a vindication of the denial, that THE CHURCH has any God, 
any more than the Nation or the Family—the baptism of all indi- 
viduals ‘‘into one body” with Christ as its head, being only a 
pretty rhetorical conceit to be resolved into the plain prose of a 
naked individualism. And when this shall have been all done it 
will only remain to show, that as the Family has no life but in its 
_ individual members (and on each separately and distinctively 
rests duty and responsibility without duties and responsibilities 
from community of organic life), and as the same is true of the 
Nation, and of the Church, so, it is true of the Godhead itself, 
that in it there is no common divine life constituting the One God, 
JEHOVAH, but merely three distinct “individuals,” the Father, 
the Son, and the Holy Ghost. This chemical logic which resolves 
all forms of life into inorganic, irresponsible, independent indi- 
vidualism, has a broad application, and is but illy adapted to that 
sexual and family life under which it has pleased God to give life 
to the human race; and just as illy adapted to the constitution of 
his church and kingdom as revealed through all his Word. 

2. The terms in which these baptisms are expressed indicate 
ownership and partnership of life, with all consequent share in 
duties and responsibilities. Lydia was baptized and ‘hers ;’ the 
Jailer was baptized and ‘‘his.” The nature of the ownership is 
indicated by the object; it was ‘‘ her household,” ‘all his house.” 
Parental ownership in children is of universal acknowledgment. 
This ownership is subordinate only to the divine claim— all 
souls are mine.” The rights invested in parents over their chil- 
dren are bounded and enforced by the inculcation of duty, by the 
imposition of command, and by the holding forth of promises all . 
through the revelation of God. This language, expressive of 
parental right in and over their children, which is from God, and 
involves eternal responsibilities toward God, the doctrine of in- 
dividualism repudiates. It does, also, repudiate the language 
addressed to parents for their encouragement—(‘ The promise is 
to you and to your children”’”)—declaring that there is no union 
hereby established between parents and their children any more 
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than between those who are not parents and any other children. 
In other words, that the promise “to parents and their children,” 
has in it nothing distinctive for parents and their CHILDREN, but 
it means, indifferently, anybody and everybody. If such inter- 
pretation of the language of revelation be just, then we have 
no revelation. If this doctrine of individualism requires such 
interpretation, then it does hereby involve itself in a reductio ad 
absurdum = its Revelation is in words of concealment and con- 
tradiction. 

3. The necessity in which this doctrine is involved of rejedting 
from the Gospel kingdom, the family, which God has ordained to 
be the integral and vital element of the human race, so, evoking 
the contradiction both of sustaining and rejecting the family 
under the same general economy, is, if possible, still more absurd. 

4. But the idea that the kingdom of God and its embodiment, the 
visible church, is founded in a bare individualism, with its repent- 
ance and faith, must confront another absurdity, which is the 
greatest of all, namely, that the kingdom of God was established 
for the recovery of a lost race in which countless millions of little 
children were an essential and ever-present element, yet, in that 
kingdom there was no provision for so much as one new-born child 
to be received into vt, but, on the contrary, was SO CONSTITUTED as 
‘designedly and necessarily TO EXCLUDE them. 

The human imagination never conceived an incredibility more 
incredible, nor an absurdity more absurd. If the Shaster of 
Brahma, or the Koran of Mohammed, or the Book ef Mormon, 
claimed to be a revelation from God designed to mould the human 
race after the will of God, and we should find, that the one suf- 
fered men and women to herd together as individuals, and the 
other converted the Family into a seraglio, and the third substi- 
tuted polygamy for monogamy, we would at once say, ‘* This alone 
stamps the claim to be of God a fiction; and the work to be 
done preposterous ; BECAUSE God’s Family Institution is rejected.” 

Any nation which shall attempt to develop a national life in 
purity, blessing, and abiding prosperity on the theory of individ- 
ualism (rejecting the family and its little ones as integral and vital 
elements of its life) will soon find occasion, with the great Napo- 
leon, to ask, ‘*‘ What is it mars the development of our national 
life?” And the answer will be that of the noble woman who re- 
plied, “ France wants MOTHERS!” 

Any Lodge of Free Masons, or of Odd Fellows, or of Good 
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Templars, who should seek to mould THE woRLD by receiving in- 
dividual men and women into their conclaves, rejecting THE 
FamILy, would enter upon a fool’s errand. 

Any man or body of men who should offer to the human race 
a constitution purporting to be tlfat of the kingdom of God and 
for the human race, in which there was no Family, no Husband, 
no Wife, no Father, no Mother, no Son, no Daughter, but only 
individual MEN and WOMEN, would assume a position by which 
they placed God in antagonism with Himself; because in an- 
tagonism with that constitution which He had from the beginning 
given to the human race; and would offer a revolutionary consti- 
tution ineffably unadapted to the human race. The claim, that 
-such a constitution is from God is antagonistic to God’s dealings 
with our race from the beginning; it is antagonistic to every 
page of his revelation in Old Testament and New Testament ; it 
is as ill-adapted as it must be ineffective to master the human 
race, as it is in every respect essentially incredible and absurd. 
No amount of proof can make/it credible or bring it within the 
bounds of what is rational. 

This prodigious error the theory has taken into its fellowship. 


Incredibilities. 


Dr. Carson not only rejects the Family from the constitution 
of God’s kingdom, but separates the salvation of parents and 
children from each other by an impassable gulf. Parents are 
saved by the gospel; their children are not saved by the gospel. 
He says (p. 215), “* They tell us that the covenant of Abraham 
was the new covenant. Now, for argument’s sake, let it be the 
new covenant, and I deny the result that they wish to draw. In- 
FANTS ARE NOT SAVED BY THE NEW COVENANT” (Capitals Dr. Car- 
son’s), ‘and therefore they cannot be connected with it, in any 
view that represents them as interested in it. It is a vulgar mis- 
take of theologians to consider, if infants are saved, they must be 
saved by the new covenant” (p. 173). ‘Certainly; if there were 
no way of saving children but by the Gospel, this conclusion 
(that a person must actually believe, else he cannot be saved) 
would be inevitable. The Gospel saves none bat by faith. But 
the Gospel has nothing to do with infants, nor have Gospel ordi- 
nances any respect to them. It is good news; but to infants it 
is no news at all. They know nothing of it. The salvation of 
the Gospel is as much confined to believers, as the baptism of the 


‘ 


234 CHRISTIC BAPTISM. 


Gospel is. None can ever be saved by the Gospel who do not 
believe it. Consequently, by the Gospel no infant can be saved. 
.. . Infants are saved by the death of Christ, but not by the 
Gospel.” 

Had the sword of Solomon divided the babe, it would not have 
been more murderous to the child or more pitiless to the mother, 
than is this theory which divides Christ and his Gospel separating 
parents and their children. It is a sadly erring theory which 
attempts to hammer out the promises of salvation to the believing 
to the full breadth of the Gospel, leaving it too short and tow nar- 
row to wrap little children in. Was it something else than the 
Gospel which was announced to ‘‘the Mother of all living,” say- 
ing, ‘* The seed of the woman shall bruise the Serpent’s head?” 
Or, were little children excluded from this great’ work of “the 
holy child Jesus?” Was it the Gospel which was proclaimed by 
the Angel messenger—* Behold I bring you good tidings of great 
joy, which shall be to all people?” Gospel to the Shepherds be- 
cause ‘‘ they could hear it,” but no ‘* Gospel” to new-born babes 
(like unto the Babe of Bethlehem that day born and laid in his 
manger cradle) because they could not hear it! Was it the Gospel 
which that other Angel announced—* His name shall be called 
Jesus, for he shall save his people from their sins?” or, was it 
something else, because little children may be included among 
his people redeemed from their sins? Was it the Gospel that 
Christ announced when he said— Except any one be born again 
he cannot see the kingdom of God?” or something else, because 
little children may be ‘‘born again of the Spirit,” and then, the 
Gospel would have to be widened, so as to save all made regene- 
rate by the Holy Ghost, whether it can be manifested by repent- 
ance and faith or not? Was it of the fruits of the Gospel that 
the Saviour said, ‘ All that thou hast given me shall come unto 
me?” or of something else, lest ‘little children” should be re- 
garded as given by the Father unto his Beloved Son when they 
could not personally repent and believe? Should not the friends 
of a theory which excludes little children from the kingdom of 
God, ponder that utterance of astonishment from the lips of that 
kingdom’s Lord—*‘ Have ye never read, ‘Out of the mouth of 
babes and sucklings thou hast perfected praise ?’” And that other 
like utterance, ‘Suffer little children to come unto me and forbid 
them not, for of such is the kingdom of heaven?” 

Are there two bands in heaven, one of which says, ‘Unto him 
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that loved us and washed us from our sins in his own blood, be 
glory and dominion forever,” saying nothing of being old enough 
to hear, and repent, and believe, and therefore, ‘‘ not saved by the 
Gospel ;” while another band shall say, ‘‘ Unto bim that ‘saved 
us by the Gospel,’ because we were old enough to hear it, and 
repent of sin, and believe the promises, be glory forever!” 

Is this the Gospel of individualism ? 

But Dr. Carson cannot away with such a theory. Having de- 
fended the rejection of little children from salvation by the Gos- 
pel by a most groundless limitation of the term Gospel and its 
covenant promises, he is compelled to acknowledge the existence 
of a covenant which does embrace the babe and the suckling as 
well as the adult; which does bless “the senseless and the faith- 
less babe,” notwithstanding that it cannot “hear” or understand 
“the glad tidings” of such a covenant being made in its behalf. 
He says (p. 216), ‘Theologians justly considering that infants 
have sinned in Adam, have also justly considered that they must 
be washed in the blood of the Saviour.” The parts of this state- 
ment are not harmonious. ‘Theologians justly considering that. 
infants having been included in the covenant of obedience with 
their family head (although they could not hear the Law, and 
could not obey the Law) and were thus brought into an estate of 
sin and condemnation,” is a statement which should find its 
counterpart thus: Therefore theologians have also justly con- 
sidered that infants being included in the covenant of grace with 
their family head (although they cannot hear the Gospel or be- 
lieve the Gospel) are thus, by a faithful observance of that cove- 
nant on the part of believing parents, brought into an estate of 
gracious covenant relation with God in Christ. But Dr. Carson 
while finding the want of knowledge and incapability of obedience 
no difficulty in placing infants under a covenant of DEATH, finds 
these things insuperable barriers against placing infants under a 
covenant of urn. ‘ The legs of the lame are not equal.” The 
attempt to make the Gospel an exclusive covenant with indi- 
viduals capable of believing, and excluding all covenant with 
believing parents for their children, is in flat contradiction to the 
declaration, ‘“‘the promise is to you and your children ;” to the 
fact, that Christ gave his blessing in response to the faith of 
parents to their little children brought to him; and to the truth. 
that pardon of sin and reception into the kingdom of God are not 
grounded in repentance and faith as ultimate reasons, but as ex- 
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pository of what is essential—a regenerate nature, the work of the 
Holy Ghost alike in infant and adult. So, it is not true, that 
there is a diverse ultimate ground on which the adult or infant 
receives the highest blessings of the covenant of redemption. 
When Dr. Carson says, ‘* The new covenant knows nothing of 
any salvation but through faith. Such a covenant cannot save an 
infant, who believes nothing,’ he contradicts Christ teaching, 
that the ultimate requisite to salvation is REGENERATION by the 
Holy Ghost and of which faith is a fruit. Infant children may be 
made regenerate by the Holy Ghost. The infant son of Zacharias 
and Elizabeth was so made regenerate—“ filled with the Holy 
Ghost, even from his mother’s womb.” There is no other rational 
explanation of the prayer and blessing of the Lord Jesus Christ 
granted to the infants brought to him. A common covenant em- 
bracing infants and adults is acknowledged by Dr. Carson when 
he says, ‘‘ But there is a covenant in which they are included, 
and which will save as many as are included in it—the covenant 
of redemption between the Father and the Son, in which he en- 
gaged to lay down his life, as a ransom, for his chosen, whether 
infants or adults.” With such an admission what folly to deny, 
that infants are saved by the Gospel; or to affirm, that adults are 
saved in any essentially different way from infants — by grace, 
through the blood of Christ and the renewing of the Holy Ghost. 


Alexander Campbell. 


A Baptist writer (Christian Standard, June 28, 1873) quotes 
Alexander Campbell (President of Bethany College) thus: ‘He 
did not admit, ‘that infant children were depraved in any sense 
which makes it necessary to regenerate them, either with or with- 
out the Word, in order to their salvation.’ ” 

The editor, in commenting on this statement, says: ‘ Point us 
to a single text concerning the work of the Spirit that is fulfilled 
in the case of ‘a speechless and faithless babe.’ A babe without 
knowledge, without faith, without love or hate, without the least 
idea of sin or righteousness, God or man, heaven or hell—re- 
generated! . . . It is the merest assumption without one particle 
of direct proof; and an exceedingly nonsensical assumption at 
that. There is nothing more at war with reason or common 
sense in the Roman Catholic doctrine of Transubstantiation than 
in this of infant regeneration—a miracle transcending all our 
conceptions and at war with all we know of human nature.” 
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Thus, the error which begins with contemptuous sneering at 
‘senseless and faithless babes” as an apology for excluding the 
Family and its children from the kingdom of God, progresses to 
the exclusion of these little ones from the salvation of ‘the Gos- 
pel,” by Carson, and culminates if a denial, that they can be or 
that they need to be made regenerate by the Holy Ghost, by 
Alexander Campbell. 

Error carried out to its logical issues has, sometimes, the happy 
effect of frightening back to the truth those who had taken the 
first step, all unconscious of the end toward which their faces 
were set. 

A writer in the National Baptist (June 26, 1873) is shocked at 
the doctrine of individualism as it is applied to the nation and 
progresses to a denial of the Family, or the Nation, having any 
God. He refers to sentiments advanced at a meeting of Baptist 
ministers, held a short time previously, in Philadelphia. This is 
his language: ‘*This argument is good only on the assumption 
that the unit of society is the individual, one person, either man 
or woman. But this is the boldest of absurdities. A man alone 
or a woman alone, is but half a unit, hardly that. It takes the 
two in conjugal union, and having around them the fruits of such 
union, to make up the true unit. In a word the family, not the 
individual, is the true unit of society, and of the state... . Hus- 
band is houseband, the one who by his authority (in its legitimate 
exercise) orders and binds together in one organic whole the dif- 
ferent parts of the one family... . Let Dr. Cathcart and every 
other Doctor who teaches the apostolic theory of the state, take 
note of it. And before again quoting this country as an example 
of the successful working of that theory, let them wait a modest 
century or two, until the real drift of it can be seen. ‘The mills 
of God grind slowly, but they grind exceedingly fine ;’ and if this 
nation tries the mad experiment of ignoring God, it will be ground 
to powder. God has never said that he is not the God of nations 
and states, and hence that they are not to serve him ; but he said, 
‘The nation and kingdom (not merely the imdlinidieal, not an un- 
organized mob of individuals, but the nation and the kingdom) 
that will not serve thee shall perish.’ ”’ 

Here the idea, that the individual only stands in responsible 
and covenant relation to God under law and grace is logically 
carried out to the denial, that the nation or the Family has any 
God, and to the rejection of the Family as the integral element 
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of national life, so as to shock this writer who accepts the doc. 
trine in its application to the kingdom of God and the household 
of fatth. 

It cannot. be but that, sooner or later, all good and wise men 
will be shocked by any system which places the kingdom of God 
in antagonism with the Family constitution of the human race, 
and with the whole structure of revelation in which Family unity 
is ingrained, and with the attributes of the Deity as making pro- 
vision for a race without providing for a class of that race made 
up of untold millions, and with the nature of the Detty itself re- 
vealed in TRI-UNE and not in TRI-INDIVIDUAL life. 

We believe that the constitution of God’s gospel kingdom is in 
harmony with God’s constitution of the human race. We do, 
therefore, accept the statements—‘ Lydia and HER household,” 
“the Jailer and us household,” ‘ Stephanas and H1s household,” 
at the normal value of their terms, and as declaring that ‘‘ house- 
holds” are received into the kingdom of God as embraced in a 
covenant relation established between the Family head and the 
God of the Family. And we do reject as the profoundest of 
errors, essentially vitiating the constitution of Christ’s kingdom, 
and as antagonizing every covenant formed by God with the 
human race from the beginning of time until now, the idea, that 
individualism has supplanted and excluded THE FAMILY as an 
organic element in the kingdom of God and in the covenant of 
Redemption. ~ . 





ALL RITUAL BAPTISMS EXAMINED; THE RESULTS. 


All the cases of ritual baptism in the New Testament which 
can throw any light upon the meaning of fazti{w have now been 
examined. The result is clear. The full formula of New Testa- 
ment baptism embraces: 1. The verb in the active voice; 2. The 
symbol agency in the dative, with or without &; 3. The comple- 
ment of the verb, the verbal or ideal receiving element, in the 
accusative with eéc. 

This full formula appears in Matt. 3:11, BaxriSw ey Bdare es 
petavotav; and in an abbreviated form (also with the omission of 2y 
and a change of order), in Luke 3:16, Sdate BaxtiSw. No abbre- 
viated form can be made the basis of interpretation. It must first 
be completed by a supply of the ellipsis. 

In the full form the active voice expresses the transition of the 
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object from one condition into another; the dative expresses the 
symbol agency by which this change is effected; the accusative 
with efs denotes the ideal element into which the object baptized 
passes, thus becoming thoroughly subject to its influence. That 
in this full formula the agency is represented by the dative is cer- 
tain: 1. From the office of the dative; 2. From the universal 
Classic usage with the verb in the active voice; 3. From the 
nature of the case, which forbids a living person to be put into 
water without withdrawal, which the meaning of the verb de- 
mands. 

It is no less certain, that in this full formula e?s with its regimen 
represents the complement of the verb (the ideal element into 
which the baptized object verbally passes), and is thus represented 
as coming under its full influence. This is certain: 1. From the 
separate, and especially from the combined, power of faztitw eis; 
2. From the accepted force of such combination without excep- 
tion, in Classic, Jewish, and Patristic usage; 3. From the fact 
that the full force of the verb can be and the teaching of Scrip- 
ture requires, that it should be expended in this direction; 4. 
From the fact that whenever a diversity in the baptism (— the 
controlling influence to which the baptized object is to be sub- 
jected) is designed, zt is this regimen of ¢is which is changed to 
meet the demand. Thus the efs petavoray expressive of the bap- 
tism of John is changed to the ef¢ to dvopa tod Kupiov lyood, 
to express the baptism of Christians; and this is changed by the 
Apostle for ef tov Mwoj7y, to express the baptism of the Israel- 
ites; and again (to express and to condemn a suggested baptism 
of the Corinthians) we have ef¢ 70 évopa Mabdivov; while to ex- 
press a special baptism common to all Christians, we have eis 
év oda; and the ultimate and eternal baptism of all the re- 
deemed, efs tO dvopa tod Hatpds xat tod Yiod xat t0d “Aylov 
lyebpatos; and finally, as a universal phrase covering every 
case of baptism, we have efo\tt éfartiaOyte. 

Few things, in the whole circle of revelation, are established on 
more full, varied, and unquestionable evidence than the state- 
ment, ‘hat the complement of Baxtitw in the New Testament is in- 
variably an IDEAL element, suggestive of the most controlling 
spiritual influence, realized or symbolized. 

CorotiARy. To attempt the establishment of a system on the 
idea, that the Scriptures teach a complementary relation between 
Bantizw and water, is to build on a most absolute and imprac- 


* 


240 CHRISTIC BAPTISM. 


ticable error which can never be reduced to practice; but neces- 
sitates the abandonment of a Baptism for the composite action 
of walking and DIPPING, as also a division of administrative func- 
tion between the baptizer and the baptized, and still farther and 
worst of all, the substitution of a dipping into WATER (which is 
scripturally a nonentity) for that most precious symbol baptism 
“witH water Into the Name of the Lord Jesus.” 


¢ 


CHRISTIC BAPTISM: 


DOCTRINAL TRUTH GROUNDED IN OR EXPOUNDED BY 
REAL BAPTISM BY THE HOLY GHOST. 


HOLY LIVING THE FRUIT OF REAL BAPTISM. 


Romans 6: 2-4. 
“H ayvoeite, bre 6001 éBantioOnuév ec Xprordv Inoovv eic tov Odvavov abrow 
EBanticOnpuev 5 
Luverddnuev ody adT@ bia Tov Bartiopatog el¢ Tov Odvatov. 


“¢ How shall we that are dead to sin, live any longer therein ? 

‘¢ Know ye not, that so many of us as were baptized into Jesus Christ 
were baptized into his death ? 

‘Therefore we are buried with him by baptism into his death: that like 
as Christ was raised up from the dead by the glory of the Father, even so 
we also should walk in newness of life.”’ 


Baptism into the death of Christ, not ritual Baptism. 


THOSE who believe, that ritual baptism should be administered 
by the candidate walking into the water ‘to a convenient depth,” 
and the administrator dipping iato the water so much of the 
body as the candidate may not himself have put under the water 
by walking, attach a supreme importance to this passage for the 
vindication of their practice. 

This is done notwithstanding there 1s no administration of the 
rite in the passage ; notwithstanding there is no proposed expo- 
sition of the rite; notwithstanding there is no declared allusion 
to the rite; notwithstanding there is no mention of water; and 
notwithstanding that the subject under discussion—holy living 
essential to every true Christian—excludes a ritual ordinance as 
the basis of the argument. 

The idea, that a ritual baptism is referred to in this passage is 
grounded on the most absolute assumption. That assumption is 
twofold: 1. That the ruling baptism of the New Testament is 
(not the superior and real baptism by the Holy Ghost, hut the 
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inferior and ritual baptism with water) ; 2. That where baptism is 
spoken of in the New Testament absolutely, reference is made to 
the inferior and ritual baptism, and not to the superior, and real 
baptism of which the rite is but the symbol. 

This assumption is erroneous in both its parts. The proof is 
this: 1. It is an error of principle to give precedence to the in 
ferior over the superior ; 2. It is impossible to reduce the assump- 
tion to practice: (1.) If it be ritual baptism which is spoken of, 
then, the ellipsis must be supplied and the phraseology com- 
pleted and interpreted on that basis. This being done, it would 
read thus: ‘As many of us as were dipped in water into Christ, 
were dipped in water into his death; Therefore we are buried 
with him by dipping in water into his death.” Such translation 
and construction is untenable, because the substitution of dipped 
for *‘ baptized ” is the erasure of a most important word of inspi- 
ration and the insertion of its right opposite in meaning; and 
because it destroys the integrity and the momentous truth in the 
phrases, ‘‘ baptized into Curist,” baptized “into his DEATH;” and 
because neither Paul nor any other rational man ever wrote or 
reasoned after the style of this ritually completed phraseology ; 
(2.) A baptism into WATER (not taking out) is impossible; a bap- 
tism into Curist (not taking oul) is the very demand of Salva- 
tion. 


Baptism into Christ, Real Baptism. 


1. The presumption in every case of the absolute use of baptism 
in the New Testament is, that the reference is to real baptism. It 
is universally admitted, that the New Testament speaks of tism 
by the Holy Ghost, which is most real in its operation and in its 
spiritual effect, thoroughly changing the condition of the soul 
from the love of sin to the love of holiness; it is also of universal 
admission, that the New Testament announces a baptism of water, 
which is believed (so far as the parties immediately involved in 
this Inquiry are concerned) to have no essential spiritual power, 


but to serve as a rite to symbolize the purifying power and effect 


in the soul of the real baptism by the Holy Ghost. This real bap- 
tism is as abiding in the Church as is the atonement on which it 


is grounded, and as universal in its application as is the blood of 
the Lamb which cleanseth from all sin. It was preached by John 
(‘‘He shall baptize you by the Holy Ghost”) as the distinguish- 
ing characteristic of the coming and kingdom of the Mightier 
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One. It was declared by the Lord Jesus (‘‘ Ye shall be baptized 
by the Holy Ghost’) when he was about to ascend to his throne. 
It was proclaimed by Peter at Pentecost, “TI will pour out of my 
Spirit upon all flesh.” It was republished at Cesarea, when on 
the Gentiles also was poured out the gift of the Holy Ghost, and 
Peter ‘“‘ remembered the word of the Lord, ‘ Ye shall be baptized 
by the Holy Ghost.’” It was declared by Paul to the Corinthians, 
to characterize every soul united to Christ, ‘‘ We are all baptized 
by one Spirit into one body.” And it is this same baptism of the 
Spirit, received by every Christian, which Paul declares to the 
Romans when he says, “‘So many of us as have been baptized 
into Christ have received newness of life.” This real baptism 
-vindicates its claim by the ability to meet in the most absolute 
manner all the exigencies of the argument. A symbol baptism 
presents its plea in vain, because it does as absolutely fail to meet 
such exigencies. -The demand for a real, regenerative baptism 
of the Spirit is imperative. This necessity Patristic writers recog- 
nized and accepted. While groundlessly deducing from the pas- 
sage the idea of a symbol burial in water, they earnestly believed 
that the baptism was not a dipping in water. This no Patristic 
writer believed. Whatever error attached to their view it pre- 
served that vital element in the argument of the Apostle, to wit, 
every one baptized into Christ must die to sin and live to_holi- 
ness ; because every such person has, by such baptism, received 
newness of life. But the modern advocates of a burial in water, 
rejecting the idea that the Spirit does really baptize the soul in 
the rite, and introducing the novelty that dipping into water is 
Christian baptism, do eviscerate the argument of the Apostle of 
all its life. 

2. That this baptism is real, by the Spirit, and not ritual, by 
water, is farther conclusively shown by the fact, that e?s with its 
regimen related to fexrtf declares definitely and finally the bap- 
tism and the nature of the baptism. 

This is true without exception of Classic usage. In such phrases 
as fanxtifw els Odhasaay, els Ryyyy, cig xotapdv, NO One ever thought 
of any other translation or interpretation than that which makes 
the baptized object pass into the sua, into the LAKE, into the RIVER, 
without any purpose or power of the verb to bring out; therefore, 
subjecting the ohject to the unlimited influence of sea, lake, or 
river. The same is true of Jewish writings. When Josephus 
speaks of a baptism ef¢ dvaccOyotay an intelligent translation pre- 
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cludes any other than a baptism “‘ into INSENSIBILITY,” the verbal 
form being modelled after that of a physical baptism; but inas- 
rouch as a physical passing ‘into insensibility ” as an element is 
impossible, this idea is rejected; and that other idea of unlimited 
influence consequent upon an object being introduced, without 
withdrawal, into a physical element, is accepted as the idea de- 
signed to be conveyed by such phrase. The same form, with the 
same power of expression, is used by Patristic writers. Clemens 
Alex. speaks of a baptism evs dxvov into SLEEP; where, again, we 
reject the impossible idea of a passage “into sleep” as an element, 
and accept the associate and inseparable idea, unlimited influence 
of sleep. Now, unless the Greek of the New Testament be under 
essentially different laws from all other Greek (Classic, Jewish, 
and Patristic), then baptism “‘ into Curist’”’ is modelled after the 
form of a physical baptism which represents an object passing 
into a physical element, and thus subjected to the fullest influence 
of such element; but inasmuch as the redeemed souls of a world 
cannot, in fact, pass ‘“‘into Christ,” we reject this idea (except as 
suggestive) and take the inseparable, consequent idea of unlimited 
influence exerted by Christ over his redeemed people -— taking 
away the guilt of sin, and giving “‘ newness of life” through the 
regenerating power of his Spirit. The same explanation applies 
to baptism ‘7nto HIS DEATH,” which is only a more precise state- 
ment as to the source of that influence exercised by Christ over 
his people. Christ is what he is to his people by reason of his 
atoning death; therefore, ‘‘so many of us as have been baptized 
into Curist, have been baptized into his DEATH.” 

3. There is no just ground for error or doubt as to the import 
of «fc and its regimen in relation with fazciZw. The principle of 
interpretation is clear and fixed. It is found in the influence 
exerted over an object in physical baptism. The nature of such 
influence is no less clear and fixed. It is the most unlimited — 
penetrating, controlling, and assimilating influence which the 
nature of the case allows. The variable quantities in such bap- 
tism are found in the nature of the element and the nature of the 
object. If water or oil be the element into which a fleece of wool 
is baptized the effect upon the wool will be diverse, according to 
the diverse nature of water and oil. If a vessel and its crew be 
baptized together into the sea, the effect of this common baptism 
on vessel and crew will be diverse, according to the nature of life- 
less wood and of living men. A baptism “into insensibility ” 
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differs from a baptism “into repentance” just as ¢nsensibility 
differs from repentance. And a baptism ‘into Moss,” ‘into 
Pav,” ‘‘¢nto Curist,” differs the one from the other just as Moses 
and Paul and Christ differ the one from the other. 

If these things be true, then,,when in the statement of any 
baptism «?s and its regimen appears, the baptism is thereby defi- 
nitely and absolutely declared, and all farther inquiry is concluded. 

In the passage before us the baptism spoken of is declared to 
be “‘znto Curist” and (its equivalent baptism) ‘‘info HIs DEATH;” 
and this it must be for all with whom the word of God expressly 
declared is the end of all controversy. And as we can only be 
made partakers of the blessings which belong to Christ and his 
death, by the grace and power of the Holy Ghost, this baptism 
- ean only be the real and regenerative baptism of the Divine Spirit. 


Dr. Carson. 


The following is a summary of the views of Dr. Carson on this 
passage: 

‘All eminent scholars will confess, as plainly as prudence will 
permit them, that we have both the meaning of the word and the 
inspired explanation of the mode in our favor... . But the thing 
is so plain in itself, that if all the men on earth should deny it, I 
could not think otherwise of it than Ido... . Any one who under- 
stands the words, will be able to understand the assertion as clearly 
as Newton or Locke. Buried with Christ by baptism must mean 
that baptism has a ‘resemblance to Christ’s burial. Were the 
angel Gabriel to » hesitate, 1 would order him to school. In many 
cases of error I can see the plausible ground on which it rests; 
but here I can perceive no den in which deception can be con- 
cealed. . . . Believers are buried with Christ by baptism, and it 
is by baptism, also, they die with him. Death, burial, and resur- 
rection are all expressly in the emblem. . . . There are two dis- 
tinct emblems in baptism: one of purification by water, another 
of death, burial, and resurrection, by immersion. ... But the 
fact is that baptism, as far as it is here expounded, reters to death, 
burial, and resurrection, without any mention of purification, or 
any allusion to to it. “Baptism is here spoken of, not with respect 
to the water, but with respect to the mode. In this there are 
death, burial, and resurrection” (pp. 383-386). 

‘They are literally immersed, but the burial is equally figura- 
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tive as the death; and they die in baptism as well as they are 
buried in baptism. Indeed it is by being buried that they die. 
That this figurative burial is under water is not in the passage: 
this is known from the rite, and is here supplied by ellipsis” 
(p. 411). 

‘‘ Here is a burial by or through the means of baptism. What 
buries us into death? It is baptism. But the death into which 
baptism buries us must be a figurative death. It is faith that 
buries us truly into Christ’s death. But the death and burial 
here spoken of are effected not by faith, but by baptism... . 
Nay, it is by burial we die. We are supposed to be buried into 
death. To immerse a living man affords an emblem of death as 
well as of burial. The baptized person dies under the water, and 
for a moment lies buried with Christ. Christ’s own death was 
spoken of under the figure of a baptism” (p. 157). 

‘* Twist and twist as you will, still there is burial in baptism. 
Believers are buried into death. It is not they die and are buried, 
but they are buried and die. Mode is the point at issue, and is 
the only thing signified by the word itself. Some Baptists it 
seems do not see the force of the argument on Rom. 6:3,4. At 
the very worst this is only the loss of a single argument, an argu- 
ment, however, which I would hold were an angel to reject it” 
(p. 420). 

‘To be baptized into Jesus Christ imports the being baptized 
into the faith of his death as our substitute; but to be baptized 
into his death imports that by baptism we are exhibited as dying 
with him” (p. 159). 

‘The death, burial, and resurrection which are ascribed to 
baptism, take place in baptism, and by means of baptism. The 
washing away of sins, ascribed to baptism, is effected by baptism. 
This washing, this death, this burial, and this resurrection, then, 
cannot be the washing, death, burial, and resurrection which are 
effected by faith, and which take place before baptism. If the 
washing away of sins, the death, burial, and resurrection, ascribed 
to baptism, were effected previously, and by other means, the 
Scriptures are not true that speak of them as effected in baptism 
and by baptism. The reality has already taken place, but it is 
represented in figure, as taking place in the ordinance, and by 
means of the ordinance” (p. 161). 
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Criticism. 


1. “All eminent scholars will confess, as plainly as prudence 
will permit them, that we have both the meaning of the word and 
the inspired explanation of the jmode in our favor.” Answer: 
The result of this Inquiry shows ‘that Dr. Carson and his friends 
have fatally mistaken the meaning of the word, having substituted 
the meaning of @dézrw for farri{w. Whether there be any ‘+ in- 
spired explanation of the mode” in this passage, the examination 
of it, in which we are engaged, will determine. 

2. ‘Any one who understands the words will be able to under- 
stand the assertion as well as Newton or Locke.” Answer: A 
right understanding of words is oftentimes adequate to develop 
truth; but the mere understanding of individual words in organie 
phraseological combination is oftentimes worthless to elicit the 
truth. The passage before us is, to a remarkable degree, made 
up of phrases which cannot be broken up into disjunct words 
without the destruction of their life. 

3. “ Buried with Christ by baptism must mean that baptism has 
a resemblance to Christ’s burial. I would order the angel Gabriel 
to school. I can perceive no den in which deception can be con- 
cealed.” Answer: To give the statement ‘buried with Christ 
by baptism” as the statement of Paul, is as untrue as for Herod 
to give the detruncated body of John to his disciples, and declare 
that it was the Forerunner of Jesus. The headless trunk of John 
cries out ** Murder!” and “buried with Christ by baptism” is 
but a murdered trunk ; its head (‘‘into his death”) having been 
decapitated by the sharp sword of the theory. It is only by the 
death of its slain victim that the theory has any hope of life. 
This is an illustration of the death dismemberment of an organic 
phrase. Dr. Carson might as well quote for Bible truth, ‘‘ There 
is no God,” leaving out ‘* The fool hath said in his heart.” And 
if the angel Gabriel, under the “order” of Dr. Carson, were to 
go to school where the heads of organic phrases were lopped off, 
as is here done by this lordly Imperator, he would be but little 
wiser at the end of his schooling than at its beginning. 

4. * Death, burial, and resurrection, are all expressly in the 
emblem.” Answer: This is the purest assumption and assertion. 
It is the purest assumption to talk of any emblem being in the 
passage ; and it is the purest assertion, to say that there is death, 
burial, and resurrection in baptism here or anywhere else in 
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Scripture. Sirius is as truly in the solar system as resurrection 
is in baptism. 

5. “There are two distinct emblems in baptism: one of purifi- 
cation by water, another of death, burial, and resurrection, by 
immersion.”~ Answer: That there should be ** two distinct” em- 
blems in one emblematic rite is unnatural and incredible, if not 
impossible and absurd. It savors strongly of humanism, which 
“has sought out many inventions,” and not of divine simplicity. 
Whatever may be the essential merits of this statement, two 
things are certain: 1. There is not one word of Scripture far its 
support; 2. Dr. Carson is at fault in his arithmetic. Instead of 
“two distinct emblems,” a correct summing up furnishes us with 
four (1.) Purification; (2.) Death; (8.) Burial; (4.) Resurrec- 
tion. And why a dipping into water should be limited to giving 
birth to this quartette group, I do not know; but the paternity, 
as it stands, must be set down to a prolific theory and not to 
Christian baptisin. 

6. ** But the fact is that baptism, as far as it is here expounded, 
refers to death, burial, and resurrection, without any mention 
of purification, or any allusion to it.” Answer: That-is to say, 
when Paul undertakes to establish the essential purity of Chris- 
tian character, he frames an argument ‘‘ without any mention of 
or allusion to purification,” but does so clearly establish the mode 
of a rite (!) that “the angel Gabriel must be ordered to school ” 
if he should have the shadow of a doubt on so vital a point, as 
compared with the minor issue of soul purification through union 
with Christ in his wondrous work of redemption ! 

7. “Baptism is here spoken of, not with respect to the water, 
but with respect to the mode. In this, there are death, burial, 
and resurrection.” Answer: Then, why these remarkable things 
should be unrevealed and unsuggested for more than a quarter 
of a hundred years after baptism was instituted, taught, and 
practiced, must remain among “the hidden things,” until resolved 
by the theory. 

8. ‘* They die in baptism, as well as they are buried in baptism. 
Indeed it is by being buried that they die.” Answer: These are 
three conceptions to be credited to a rich imagination, but for which 
divine inspiration refuses to accept the slightest responsibility. 

9. “That the figurative burial is under water is not in the 
passage: this is known from the rite, and is here supplied by 
ellipsis.” Answer: Dr. Carson is always honest in his intention 
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even when most profoundly erroneous in his conviction. ‘ There 
is no water and no burial under water in the passage.” Then 
here is an admitted fixed point. And on it we stand and sternly 
refuse that either ‘‘ water or burial under water ” shall be assumed 
or asserted into a passage from which they have been excluded 
by the Holy Spirit. But it is said, that we know that they should 
be there ‘from the rite.” First prove (don’t assume and assert) 
that “the rite” is there. ‘It is supplied by ellipsis.” Then 
prove (as the law of ellipsis demands) that * burial under water” 
appears in any other antecedent passage. When such proof is 
given we will lift our foot from the concession and stand back; 
but not till then. 

10. ** Here is a burial by or through the means of baptism. 

What buries us into death? Itis baptism. But the death into 
which baptism buries us must be a figurative death.” Answer: 
To say that there is any burial by ritual baptism, in the passage, 
is as untrue as to say that the headless body of John is the living 
Forerunner. Both the question, “‘ What buries us into death ?” 
and the answer, ‘‘ It is baptism,” is as far removed from express- 
ing anything in the passage, as the west is from the east. There 
is not a syllable in the passage about Christians being “ buried 
into death” by baptism or anything else. The statement of in- 
spiration is, ‘‘We are buried with him (Christ) by baptism (not 
into water, nor yet into death, but) into ais death.” The article, 
tov Odvatov, shows that it is not death in the abstract that is 
spoken of, but as concrete in the crucified Christ. And the state- 
ment of a “burial into death by baptism” as representing the 
text is the most absolute perversion and contradiction of the text. 
The burial is not “into death,” but co-burial * with Christ,” and 
this co-burial with Christ is not by baptism in water, but ** by 
baptism into his death.” 

11. “It is faith that buries us truly into Christ’s death.” 
Answer: Truth and error are here mixed together. The error 
consists in the substitution of bury for baptize. The Scriptures 
know nothing of a “burial into Christ’s death.” They do teach 
a ‘baptism into Christ’s death.” ‘ Burial into Christ’s death” 
is nonsense; ‘* Baptism into Christ’s death” is the wisdom of 
God and the power of God, as well as the love of God, and the 
grace of God, bringing life from the dead. The truth of the 
statement is in the declaration, “It is raira that baptizes us truly 
into the death of Christ.” And if Dr. Carson and his friends 
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will be satisfied with the double truth which he has stated; (1.) 
‘‘ There is no water nor burial under water in the passage ;” (2.) 
‘“‘ Faith baptizes us, truly, into the death of Christ ;” we will re- 
joice togetier in having attained unto the mind of the Spirit. 
And abandoning the remarkable reading, ‘‘ As many as have 
been dipped in water into Christ, have been dipped in water into 
his death; buried with him by the dipping in water into death,” 
we will accept the better reading, “* As many as have been bap- 
tized by faith into Christ, have been baptized by faith intq his 
death ; buried with him throngh baptism by faith into his death.” 
This is the simple and exhaustive truth of the passage. ‘ Water,” 
‘‘burial under water,” ‘‘death in water,” ‘‘resurrection out of 
water,” are all finger-marks of human improvements (?) of the 
inspired text. 

12. ** We are supposed to be buried into death. To immersea 
living man, affords an emblem of death as well as of burial. 
The baptized person dies under the water, and for a moment lies 
buried with Christ.”* Answer: These statements are nothing but 
successive shocks to the good sense and right feeling of thought- 
ful minds. It has already been stated, that “burial into death ” 
has no existence in the passage. And there has been occasion, 
many times, to say, Dr. Carson has no right to use immerse or 
bury for baptize. He asserts that “dip” is the only and uni- 
versal meaning of the Greek word; and between the distinctive 
meanings of dip and immerse there is as much difference as be- 
tween light and darkness. ‘Immersion ” will not only furnish 
an emblem of death and burial for a living man, but will give the 
reality— 

tyke “dead 
By cold submersion, razor, rope or lead.”’ 


Poh “Commersed 
Deep in the flood, found, when he sought it not 
The death he had deserved, and died alone.”’ 


If ever (apart from the remarkable interpretation of this pas- 
sage) the avowed momentary dipping of a living man (or the 
upper part of his body after he had walked into the water) was 
ever considered by any people as indicative of a death, and 
burial, and resurrection, it might be worth while to indicate 
when, or where, or among whom, this singularity has made and 
revealed itself. As to the conceit, that ‘the baptized person dies 


CRITICISM. 251 


under the water,” I respond with Origen, ‘‘ No living person is 
ever buried.” And as for “lying buried with Christ, for a mo- 
ment, under the water,” the Bible doctrine will be more accept- 
able to his people who are “crucified with him,” that they lie 
buried with him in his rock sepulchre, not for a moment, but 
through all the time that he lies there, even as he himself taught 
in that only Bible type of his burial—t As Jonah was three days 
and three nights in the whale’s belly: so shall the Son of man be 
three days and three nights in the heart of the earth,” and so 
long his people are co-buried with him. So long as this miracle 
type of Christ’s burial remains of divine authority, we cannot ac- 
cept its right opposite (momentary dipping) as a substitute,, 
- however earnestly men may plead for it. 

13. ‘* Christ’s own death was spoken of under the figure of a 
baptism.” Answer: Yes; it was. Christ was baptized into death, 
into penal death, into that death which was demanded by the 
broken law. And how was he baptized into death? Was it by 
being dipped into water? Or, by drinking the cup held to his lips 
by a Father’s hand, in which were melted down, the humiliation 
of “taking upon him the form of a servant,” the bearing of the 
name of ‘‘ Nazarene” and Beelzebub, the endurance of buffetings 
and stripes, the nails, and the thorns, and the spear, and the 
averted face of his ever-loving Father? All this he drank, and 
by it was baptized into penal and atoning death. And now, having 
endured this penal death satisfying the demands of the Law, his 
death becomes impregnated with a sin-remitting and life-giving 
power, so that all who are baptized ‘into His death” become fully 
partakers of these wondrous virtues, and THEREFORE Paul teaches, 
‘So many of us as have been baptized into Christ, have been bap- 
tized into Is death,” not into DEATH, which would make the death 
of Christ of no effect; not into penal death, which would super- 
sede the death of Christ as the propitiation for our sins; but 
‘‘into HIS death,” that we might be brought fully under its sin- 
remitting and life-giving power. How vain to appeal to the bap- 
tism of Christ into penal death to buttress up that marvel of a 
‘‘baptism into death”—a dipping into water! 

14. ‘* Twist and twist as you will, still, there is burial in bap- 
tism.” Answer: This ever-echoing refrain of a ‘burial in bap- 
tism,” as extracted from the statement, “buried with him by 
baptism into his death,” is an error so patent that it would be 
inexcusable in a Sabbath-school child, or in “a wayfaring man 
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though a fool,” whatever excuse may be found for it in one who 
“orders the angel Gabriel to school.” Burial and Baptism have 
nothing common. 

15. ‘ Mode is the point at issue, and is the only thing signified 
by the word itself.” Answer: The word never signifies a modal 
er definite act of any kind, much less “dip and nothing but 
dip.” 

16. “*To be baptized into Jesus Christ imports, the being bap- 
tized into the faith of his death as our substitute; but to bebap- 
tized into his death imports, that by baptism we are exhibited as 
dying along with him.” Answer: Whistling to the wind, is as 
much an interpretation of these Scripture phrases as this fancy 
exposition of Dr. Carson—* Baptized into Jesus Christ” means 
“to be dipped in water into the faith of his death as our substi- 
tute” (!). Yes, just as truly as ‘baptized into insensibility” 
means to be dipped in water into the faith of obliviousness to all 
sublunary things! And “baptized into his death” means, by 
dipping in water we are exhibited as dying along with him (!). 
But whence these diversities of interpretation? Why have we 
“faith” introduced into one exposition, and an ‘ exhibition” in- 
troduced into another? Must we interpret ‘‘ baptized into sleep” 
as a dipping in water exhibiting us as going to sleep? There is 
just as much authority for introducing a dipping in water into the 
interpretation of ‘* baptized into insensibility,”’ and baptized into 
sleep,” as into “ baptized into Jesus Christ,” and ‘baptized into 
his death.” These phrases have an absolute completeness within 
themselves, as have those other phrases, * baptized into repent- 
ance,” ‘* baptized into the remission of sins,’ and must all be inter- 
preted on the same principle, namely, the baptized object is declared 
to come under the full influence of ‘‘insensibility,” ‘+ sleep,” * re- 
pentance,” ‘“‘ remission of sins,” ** Jesus Christ,” and * his death.” 
The statement in every case is direct and without intervening 
ellipsis of any kind whatever, and to introduce water is to murder 
the truth. While these phrases are complete in themselves they 
may be enlarged by a statement of the agency by which they are 
effected ; but, in the present case, we have nothing to do with the 
agency effecting these baptisms, but simply with the baptisms de- 
clared to be effected. And these are as destitute of water as is 
‘¢ Jesus Christ” and ‘his death.” 

17. ‘* The reality has already taken place, but it is represented 
in figure as taking place in the ordinance and by the ordinance.” 
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Answer: This admitted distinction between the real baptism and 
the symbolization of that baptism in a rite, covers radical truth. 
It is the real baptism received by every true Christian of which 
Paul speaks and not of its shadowy symbol. The Christian is 
really ‘‘ baptized into Christ,” ‘into his death’ (which are equiv- 
alent haptisins), that is, he is brought under the full influence of 
Christ as Lord and atoning Redeemer, by the Holy Glost work- 
ing in him faith and repentance, and thus made partaker of remis- 
sion of sin and newness of life. There is in all this, no death of 
the Christian, that can be exhibited, it is Christ that dies; there 
is no burial of the Christian that can be exhibited, it is Christ 
_ that is buried; there is no resurrection of the Christian that can 
be exhibited, it is Christ that rises from the dead and from the 
grave. There is but one thing pertaining to Christian life which 
can be exhibited by symbol, and that is its purifying nature; 
this is done by the pure water of the rite. And this is that which 
God has ordained to be done. 

Dr. Carson (p. 279) says, “*I arraign our opponents as estab- 
lishing innumerable false principles of interpretation, and as 
trampling on many of the clearest laws of language. Here, then, 
let me be met.” I have endeavored to plead to this arraignment. 


Professor Ripley and other Baptist Commentators. 


1. Professor Ripley, of Newton Baptist Theological Seminary 
(Christian Baptism, pp. 83-97), has given this passage an ex- 
tended examination. If this examination has not yielded such 
results as fairly belong to the language of the Holy Spirit, the 
failure can be attributed neither to the want of a Christian spirit, 
nor of ample learning on the part of this christian Scholar. In 
addition to what has been already said a few points only need 
claim attention. The translation of v. 4 is important both doc- 
trinally and critically. The translation given by Prof. Ripley is, 
‘buried with him by baptism into his death.” The translation in 
the Baptist Version is the same, “ buried with him by the immer- 
sion into Ads death.” Stuart, Bloomfield, Alford, and others, give 
the same translation. The incalculable difference between bap- 
tism into simple death and *“ baptism into his death” is shown by 
the following passage from Ireneus, 975, ** Quemadimodum Serpens 
Evam seduxit ... sic et hi in mortem demergunt sibi credentes.” 
Baptism into death — dying thou shalt die. ‘ Baptism into his 
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death” — release from sin and its death penalty. The definite 
article with fdrrisya indicates a particular baptism; as does the 
definite article with ddévaroy indicate a particular death; ‘‘We are 
buried with Christ by the baptism which is into the death of 
Christ.” This is, no doubt, the true translation. It is doctrin- 
ally important, because it teaches, that all the blessings of Chris- 
tian life are concentred in Christ’s death; and are appropriated, - 
not by a dipping into water, nor by a baptism into death (real or 
emblematic) but by the baptism which is into Christ’s déath, 
effected not by man through a rite, but by the Holy Ghost uniting 
to Christ and making participant in all the blessings of his sacri- 
ficial death. This real baptism of the soul into Christ, and into 
his death, by the Holy Ghost, is set forth as to its purifying 
nature in a rite by symbol water. 

This translation is important, critically, because it gives clear 
and bold relief to the nexus of the Christian’s burial with Christ. 
The qualifying antecedent for burial with the slain Lamb of God 
in his rock sepulchre is, baptism INTO HIS ATONING DEATH upon 
the Cross. 

This precludes, in the most absolute manner, the connection of 
burial with Christ with a dipping in water. It also arrests the 
removal of the body of Christ from its rock sepulchre to be de- 
posited at the botton of a pool of water, that the baptized may 
there lie buried with him “for a moment” (Carson), or, be 
‘buried with HIM by baptism, by being plunged into the water” 
(Gale). 

2. Prof. Ripley loses the benefit of his just translation by 
eliding it from his argument, and constructing a new basis on 
which he plants himself. This basis is as foreign in its nature 
from that furnished by the Holy Spirit as any two things can be. 
His argument is this: “ The burying is performed by baptism, an 
external rite. . . . It is d:4 rod Parciouatos BY baptism that we are 
buried. . . . Baptism is here represented as the very thing, the 
very instrument, or more properly, the very act, BY which, or BY 
MEANS of which we are buried.” The italics and capitals are as 
given by Prof. Ripley. 

In a note we are told: * It is important to bear in mind that 
the burying is performed by baptism, and thus refers to an exter. 
nal act.” 

The sine qua non in the argument of Prof. Ripley, and which 
he tells us is “important to bear in mind,” is, that the baptism in 
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the passage is ‘an external act.” But where is the authority for 
this statement? There is none attempted to be given. It is 
opposed to every feature of the passage. The word for burial 
(coverdgnpev) is unfavorable to it. Its meaning, as approved by 
Prof. Ripley, ‘‘we were interred, or covered up in a grave, or laid 
in a tomb” is not appropriate to a dipping in water. The prep- 
osition in composition shows that there is no reference to water, 
but to the rock within which Christ was buried, noé BAPTIZED (!). 
It was only in that rock sepulchre that we could be buried-with 
him. The argument of the Apostle is made as worthless as a 
broken reed by making it to lean on an external rite. Paul would 
never undertake to prove that Christians did not and could not 
live in sin, because they had professed through a rite, that they 
would not do so. The language of the Holy Spirit excludes “an 
external act” as explicitly as it can be done by the Greek language. 
It is impossible to baptize the body or the soul “into the death 
of Christ” by an external act, just as it is impossible to dip “into 
insensibility”” or “into sleep.” But the state or condition indi- 
cated by ‘+ Baptism into insensibility,” ‘‘ Baptism into sleep,” 
may be induced by appropriate agencies, and so, that state or 
condition indicated by ‘“‘the baptism of the soul into the death of 
Christ” may be effected through the appropriate agency, which is 
only and solely the divine power of the Holy Spirit. 

The error of converting this baptism into ‘‘an external act” is 
farther shown by its rendering the passage thoroughly imprac- 
ticable for intelligible interpretation. Prof. Ripley considers 
fantifw to express an “act,” what act he does not say. If it ex- 
presses any act it must be a definite act. Carson says it is dip; 
Gale uses plunge to expound this passage. But as dip is not 

‘plunge, nor plunge dip, the Greek word, if it expresses the dis- 
tinctive idea of either, cannot express that of the other. Booth 
objects to plunge, and the ‘ Baptist Quarterly” objects to dip. 
The Baptist Version adopts ‘‘immerse;” but. this does not 
express any definite act, nor action embracing varied definite ele- 
ments, but condition effected by some unexpressed act, which may 
be endlessly multiplied and varied within the limits of com- 
petency to effect the demanded condition. To abandon act and 
adopt condition as the demand of fazr:Zm, requires the revolu- 
tion and abandonment of Baptist argumentation from the begin- 
ning. Beside this, the noun (fdxt<ow2) which appears in this 
passage (but which does not appear in Classic Greek) has no 
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physical application in the New Testament. It is a matter of no 
moment whether “the act” of Prof. Ripley be represented by 
“dip” or “plunge,” or by the “‘immerse” of the Version, each 
is alike destructive to all grammar or logic in the passage: where 
it is completed on that basis—‘‘ As many as have been dipped, 
plunged, or immersed in water into Christ, have been dipped, 
plunged, or immersed in water into his death; buried with him 
by dipping, plunging, or immersing in water into his death.” In 
such a construction a double and impossible réle is assigned to 
these verbs, and to make a rational construction you must wholly 
recast it and abandon (not interpret) the words of inspiration. 
And this Prof. Ripley is constrained to do when his argument is 
based, as it is, upon the partial quotation, “ buried with him by 
baptism,” omitting “ into his death” (which the Holy Spirit gives . 
as defining the baptism) and substituting ‘in water.” 

And this line of argument, abandoning that portion of the text 
in which is its pulsating life, is followed by Prof. Chase, Prof. 
Jewett, Dr. Carson, Dr. Gale, and every other Baptist writer with 
whom I am acquainted, and has been urged for nearly two cen- 
turies, from Gale to this hour, as I have just read in the ‘* Western 
Recorder ” *‘the man whose hands had buried me in baptism.” 

3. Prof. Ripley says, very justly, ‘‘The expressions, baptized 
into Jesus Christ, and baptized into his death, require explana- 
tion.” These phrases are the hinges on which the interpretation 
of the passage turns. As they are understood or misunderstood, 
the passage will be understood or misunderstood. 

Prof. Ripley, in elucidation of these phrases, appeals to Matt. 
3:11, correcting the translation thus, ‘‘ I baptize you unto repent- 
ace (cis petdvutav), that is into repentance.” And adds, ‘The 
meaning of this declaration I understand to be this, I baptize you’ 
into an acknowledgment of repentance; so that by this baptism 
you acknowledge yourselves to be in a state of Repentance; in other 
words, by submitting to this baptism you profess repentance and 
bind yourselves to a life of amendment.” 

What Prof. Ripley says respecting ‘ acknowledgment” and 
* jrofession” is, undoubtedly, involved in the reception of this ritual 
baptism of John, but the form of his statement is not an interpre- 
tation of the phrase used by John. The Forerunner came (xypdccwy 
Baxtiopa petavotas cis avec dyaptiay) “preaching the baptism of re- 
pentance into the reinission of sins” (Luke 3:3). This preaching 
of John had two elements: 1. Repentance; 2. Baptism into the 
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remission of sins. He makes Repentance precede the baptism 
into the remission of sins, and to be immediately causative of it. 
Repentance is represented as effecting the baptism into the remis- 
sion of sins; by which phrase is expressed the most thorough and 
complete remission of sins. This certainly is the doctrine every- 
where in the Bible; and that it is the import of this phrase is 
conclusively shown by that analogous one used by Josephus— 
bro psOne es dvaccOnotav. Here beyond all question drunkenness 
is represented as precedent and causative of the ‘baptism into 
insensibility.” Wine baptizes into drunkenness; and drunkenness 
baptizes into insensibility. The Holy Spirit baptizes into repent- 
ance; and repentance baptizes into the remission of sins. 

This was the preaching of John in which there was no WATER. 
But John observed a rite in which there was water, and of this rite 
he said (using the order and simple Dative of Luke): Eyw 6dare 
Bantifw eis petavocay ‘I with water baptize into repentance.” This 
language does not change the baptism from a baptism into repent- 
ance to a baptism into water, nor in anywise change the essential 
value of the phrase baptism into repentance; but the additional 
statement that John,and not Christ, is the baptizer, and that water, 
and not the Holy Ghost, is the agency, teaches that the baptism 
into repentance is not effected as a reality, but only by a symbol. 
And the office of a symbol exhausts the function and the power 
of water in this phrase. To give it any other place in the rite 
than that of an illustrative symbol agency is a destructive per- 
version of the words of inspiration. There is no authority for 
introducing ‘into an acknowledgment of” into this baptism. 
The baptism is ‘*¢nto REPENTANCE” whether in the preaching or 
in the rite. Its qualification is to be found in the agency. In 
the preaching of John the agency is that of the Holy Ghost, and 
therefore ‘‘the baptism into repentance” is a real change in the 
condition of the soul begetting godly sorrow for sin, and issuing 
into the remission of sins; but in the rite of John the agency is 
pure water, and consequently it is but a symbolization of the 
purification induced by the real baptism into repentance — into 
the remission of sins. When Prof. Ripley says, ‘By this baptism 
you acknowledge yourself to be in a state of repentance,” he must 
get “state of repentance,” or “state”? in which the soul is thor- 
oughly under the influence of repentance, from the phrase “ bap- 
tism into repentance,” which is in truth the meaning of the phrase. 
So “baptized into Christ ;” the phrase imports that the sonl is 
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brought into “a state” in which it is thoroughly under the in flu- 
ence of Curist; and “baptized into the death of Christ” imports 
that the soul is brought into ‘“‘a state” in which it is thoroughly 
under the influence of THE DEATH Of Christ. To expound these 
phrases by the unauthorized introduction of ‘into THE ACKNOWL- 
EDGMENT OF” is destructive criticism. 


Further Explanation. < 


As this point raised by Prof. Ripley enters profoundly into and 
controls the interpretation of the baptisms of the New Testament, 
it may be well to indicate more fully the sources whence a true 
interpretation must be derived. 

Béxtw. In the phrase fdértwy tov xéxhov ele td yoOpa dipping 
the robe into the dye,” all will unite in saying that the robe is 
put into the dye for the purpose of imparting to the RoBE the full 
distinctive CoLoR which belongs to the dye, whatever that may be, 
whether yellow, blue, or purple. 

The phrase “ évéfaev els tov xnpdv tw xdde he dipped the feet 
into the wax,” shows that the feet were put into the wax in order 
that they might be brought fully under the distinctive (adherent) 
quality of wax. 

This communication of a distinctive quality by dipping into 
something which has such quality and can thus impart it to the 
object dipped into it, is denoted when neither the object receiving 
the quality, nor that which communicates the quality, admits ofa 
dipping in fact. Thus, “‘ @dxterae bx0 thy gaytactwy 7 doyy the soul 
is imbued by the thoughts.” In this phrase the soul is represented 
as brought under the distinctive quality of the thoughts by the same 
verb as was used in the previous phrases. The end secured is of 
the same general nature, but the process is wholly diverse. The 
soul cannot be dipped ‘into the thoughts,” neither can the 
thoughts impart their quality in any such way. 

In the phrase “dtxawoobyy feBappyevov ei¢ B&00s imbued with integ- 
rity into the depth of the soul,” the distinctive quality of ‘integ- 
rity ” is represented (again by the same word) as communicated 
to the soul not by dipping the soul into it—in fact that is impos- 
sible—but by integrity penetrating and pervading the soul as a 
coloring quality, reaching to its innermost depths. The following 
passage will illustrate the idea: “Ten years ago I imbued myself 
with him (Tennyson) thoroughly. Like an animal that is fed 
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on madder I was dyed in us color to the very bones.” Imbued 
= ‘dyed in his color.” These are illustrations of a like generic 
effect (distinctive quality) communicated, the same verb (fértw) 
characterizing the effect, but where the processes by which the 
effect is secured have nothing in common. 

fanxttiw. The following phrases express the purpose to develop 
the distinctive quality of the several fluids named over the objects 
baptized into them: 1. “ete ty» Aluyny BantiZovtes baptizing them 
into the lake ;” the design was to develop the distinctive (suffo- 
cating) influence of liquids over human beings baptized into them. 
2. * xuvtdv cig 70 Sdwe Bartifouct they baptize the pole into the water,” 
. for the purpose of developing the distinctive (gold-bearing) quality 
of the water, the pole being thus covered with gold particles. 3. 
“ro Bantisbévte eis tO Sdwp everything baptized into the water ;” 
thus the distinctive (salt) quality of this water was developed, 
incrusting with salt whatever was baptized into it. 4. ‘* BanriZew 
ets yada yuvatxos baptize it into breast-milk,” to develop its distinc- 
tive (emollient) quality. 

These are sufficient cases to show that faztifew ets is familiarly 
used with the clear design to develop the distinctive quality of that 
into which an object is baptized, with a view to such quality being 
communicated to or exerted over the baptized object. 

This same form is used to denote the development of character- 
istic quality when neither the object spoken of as baptized, nor 
the regimen of ets into which the baptism is (verbally) said to 
take place, will admit of any baptism in fact. 

One case of this kind is found in that passage of Josephus al- 
ready referred to, * Sefanteapévoy bxd psOns ets dvatoOqotay baptized 
by drunkenness into insensibility.” Here ‘‘ baptized into INSENSI- 
BILITY” is used to denote the insensibility induced by profound 
drunkenness as bearing upon the drunkard. The same verbal 
form (baptized into) is used as in the case of physical substances, 
and the result (development of characteristic quality) is the same, 
but the processes have nothing in common. The one is effected 
by actual ‘ baptizing into a lake,” or “* gold-bearing fountain,” or 
“ salt-saturated water,” or ‘emollient milk,” while the other is 
effected by drinking deeply of intoxicating liquor. A parallel 
passage is furnished by Clem. Rom., ‘ xapameoouca ets piélyy the 
feast passing into DRUNKENNESS ;”’ and, also, by Clem. Alex., ‘et¢ 
dvatcOnctay Oro gepopsyn carrying down into INSENSIBILITY.” In all 
these cases the verb expends its force through ets upon the regi- 
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men of that preposition which can only be translated info. Clem. 
Alex. also speaks of a baptism ‘es Szxvov into SLEEP,” and Clem. 
Kom. uses a parallel phrase, ‘‘ ef¢ dzvov xataxeadyvtwy having fallen 
into SLEEP.” ‘he former of these writers uses a still fuller and 
if possible a more unmistakable form of baptism, ‘ é owgpootuys 
els zopvetay BantiCover they baptize out of chastity into UNCHASTITY.” 

Such passages as these place beyond controversy the use of 
the phrase farrifw etc to develop the influence of the distinctive 
quality of the associate regimen over the baptized object. And in 
this established truth we have the zvd ord which must be occupied 
in order to the only just and intelligible interpretation of the bap- 
tisms of the New Testament. 

John preaches the “ Béxtiopa petavotas cig Ageoty dpaptewy the bap- 
tism of repentance into THE REMISSION OF SINS,” a phrase develop- 
ing the peculiar power belonging to the remission of sins in rela- 
tion to the guilty who share in its baptism. John administers a 
rite in which the baptism which he preached as a spiritual neces- 
sity (et¢ petavoiav) is declared verbally, and symbolized as to its 
nature by pure water. 

So, in the passage under consideration, ‘‘ the ees is into 
Jesus Curist,” developing the characteristics which belong to 
* Jesus Christ,” and applying them in their power to “‘as many 
as are baptized into HIM;”’ and in like manner, ‘ baptism into HIS 
DEATH” develops the characteristic of his atoning death as applied 
to the guilty and the perishing who share in this baptism. 

We are hereby not. only furnished with the means of explain- 
ing the phrases immediately before us (which Prof. Ripley justly 
regards as most important), but with a principle which applies to 
all like baptisms of the New Testament; and all baptisms of the 
New Testament do, without exception, belong to this same class. 
A baptism into water (or any other physical element) is unknown 
to the New Testament. That a human being should be baptized 
into water in a religious rite is forbidden by the meaning of faz- 
ri€w, which never takes out what it puts in. That water should 
be the element into which the baptized object passes is forbidden 
by the grammatical construction which always exhibits the water 
of the rite in the Dative, as a symbol agency. That the element 
is ideal, and the baptism a spiritual state or condition (realized in 
the soul and symbolized in the rite), is made as sure and as clear 
as the express and invariable declaration of the Holy Spirit can 
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make it—‘‘ As many as are baptized into Curist, are baptized into 
HIS DEATH; buried with him by baptism into HIS DEATH.” 

Professor Chase is a colleague of Professor Ripley in Newton 
Theological Seminary, and appeal is made to him to sustain the 
statement—‘‘ The Apostle himself explains what he means by 
burying when he adds by baptism.” The interpretation given by 
Prof. Chase is this: “* Buried with him by baptism.’ The lan- 
guage is figurative. The word ovverdgyyev means we were interred, 
or covered up in a grave, or laid in a tomb, or buried with Christ.” 
-There is no figure in the burial of Christ. This is a simple fact. 
And there is no other burial spoken of in fact or in figure. There 
is a burial of other persons, but no other burial, any more than 
’ there are other crucifixions when “‘our old man (suveotavpady) is 
crucified with him.” The statement is equally explicit in both 
cases that there is but one burial, and that is Christ’s ; and there 
is but one crucifixion, and that is Christ’s; but in that one burial 
and in that one crucifixion his people share, not through some 
figurative burial or figurative crucifixion, but by that union with 
Christ, their head, which the Bible, here and everywhere, teaches. 
The figure is the UNION with Christ; a figurative grave is a fiction. 
That this is so is shown by the answer given by Prof. Chase to 
the question—t How buried with Christ? By baptism, the Apos- 
tle adds; and this addition modifies the figure, and makes the 
sense as clear as it is possible for express words to make it. In 
or by baptism Paul and Christians were buried.” It is truly mar- 
vellous that Prof. Chase could see that ‘ buried with Christ” is 
modified by ‘‘the addition by bapiism,” and failed to see that he 
had not given the modifying addition furnished by the Holy Spirit. 
Prof. Chase elides from the divine addition ‘‘into his death,” and 
taking one-half (‘‘ by baptism”) substitutes into waTER for the 
rejected “into HIS DEATH.” 

Prof. Chase must amend his plea and show how “ burial with 
Christ’ in his rock sepulchre, is modified “by baptism into His 
DEATH,” and not by dipping into WATER. 

Prof. Chase seeks to nullify the objection, that ritual baptism 
does not furnish any parallelism with the co-crucifixion of Chris- 
tians and Christ, by saying, ‘‘ The Apostle does not teach that 
believers are crucified with Christ by baptism.” This answer ad- 
mits the correctness of the objection so far as to there being no 
resemblance to a crucifixion in the dipping into water, but denies 
its force on the ground that we are not said to be “ crucified with 
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Christ by baptism” = by dipping into water. His answer farther 

implies, that from the nature of a dipping into water we could not 

be said to be “crucified with Christ” by it. This is no doubt 

true, and therefore the conversion of the baptism of the passage 

into a dipping into water is not true. The baptism of Christians 

into Curist, and thus info HIs DEATH, secures their co-crucifixion 

(suvecravpd0n), and co-burial (cvverdégypev), and co-resurrection 

(cunyépOnze). That we may be “crucified with Christ” by bap- 

tism (not such as Prof. Chase would put into the text, but bysuch 

as the Holy Spirit has put there) is shown by the language of » 
Basil M. (III, 1519), ‘“S"Ovrw xai 6 to Xptot@ ovotavpwlets Ota tod 

Baxtispatos—So, also, he that is crucified with Christ by the bap- 
tism.” Here is the very statement, word for word, which Prof. 

Chase rejects as an impracticable thing. Basil the Great used as 

much water in the rite as Prof. Chase, and yet his views as to 
what constituted Christian baptism differed from those of the 
Professor as much as a “baptism into the DEATH of Christ” differs 
from a dipping into WATER. Basil believed, what Prof. Chase does 
not believe, that by the rite the soul is united to Christ, and by 
virtue of this union is crucified with him, as well as buried with 
him, and rises with him. We neither believe with Prof. Chase, 
that Christian baptism is a dipping into water, nor with Basil, 
that the soul is united to Christ by a rite; but we do believe, that 
the soul is united to Chr‘st by the Holy Ghost, which union with 
its inseparable effects is expressed as a “ BAPTISM into Christ,” 
and a “BAPTISM into his death,” involving ex necessitate rei co- 
crucifixion, co-burial, and co-resurrection. 

The interpretation of this passage on a ritual basis will not 
bear examination in any direction save one, and that is—as a 
moss-covered relic of antiquity. In this respect it is unexcep- 
tionable. But as a matter of Scripture authority, or as having 
the sanction of a just exegesis, it has‘not the slightest claim to 
eur faith. 

Rev. Isaac Errerr (editor Christian Standard) says: ‘In 
Rom. 6, it is no part of Paul’s intention to set forth the design 
of baptism ; anything of that to be gathered from his language is 
merely incidental. His design is to show, from their death to 
sin, that they are not to continue in sin that grace may abound.” 

Professor J. G. Fee, of Berea, Kentucky, in the Christian Stand- 
ard (Disciple Baptist), Aug. 15, 1874, is disposed to abandon 
Rom. 6: 1-4 and Colos. 2: 12 as cases of physical baptism. He 
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says: ‘It is true, the leading, underlying thought is death to 
sin, and spiritual resurrection to newness of life; and in Colos. 
2:12 it is true the word baptism is there preceded by circumci- 
sion made without hands, which we know was spiritual, and the 
Apostle may have intended simply to intensify the thought by 
adding ‘buried with him in baptism, wherein ye were raised with 
him by faith of the power of God who raised him from the dead.’ 
But even with this spiritual view, it is clear to my mind that the 
thought in the figurative or spiritual, is most manifestly drawn 
from the AcTIoN of the literal and material.” 

Answer: 1. There is no “the Action” belonging to faxrifw. 
The acts which meet the demand of this word are diverse and 
contrary; therefore cannot be expressed in their diversity and 
contrariness by it; 2. Admitting that the figurative use in Rom. 
and Colos. arises out of “the literal and material” use, it is a 
non-sequitur to say, that such literal and material use is to be 
found in a religious rite. Why not taken directly from primary 
use outside of the religious sphere? 3. It must be so derived, 
(1.) Because farrfw does not take out what it puts in; anda 
dipping (which does do so), is not a baptism; (2.) Because in 
the baptism of Rom. and Colos., the soun is not téken out of the 
baptism into which it is baptized; and therefore it cannot be 
grounded in an imaginary ritual baptism, which is in fact but @ 
dipping ; but must be grounded in those real baptisms outside 
of the religious sphere out of which the baptized object is not re- 
moved. 

Professor Fee quotes Tholuck, Conybeare and Howson, Neander, 
Schaff, Barnes, Bloomfield, Wesley, Clarke, Nevins, Calvin and Lu- 
ther as agreeing, substantially, in the language of Tholuck, Rom. 
6:4, ‘¢In order to understand the figurative use of baptism, we 
must bear in mind the well-known fact that the candidates in the 
primitive church were immersed in water and raised out of it 
again.” Answer: 1. If “the primitive church” means the post 
Apostolic church, then it is asin against chronology to bring a 
subsequent practice to prove an antecedent practice; 2. When in 
the post Apostolic church the candidate was “‘ immersed in water 
and raised out of it again” no one believed such covering and 
uncovering to be Christian baptism; 3. If by primitive church is 
meant the Apostolic church, then there is a bald assumption of 
the question at issue. Such quotations avail nothing to the 
theory; 4. The figurative use of fantilw and fdxtesua in the 
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Scriptures no more rests on ritual baptism for its exposition, than 
does drunkenness rest for its exposition on the effects of drink- 
ing from the fountain of Silenus as referred to by Lucian (Bac- 
chus VIT)—‘* When an old man drinks and Silenus takes posses- 
sion of him immediately he is for a long time silent, and resem- 
bies one heavy-headed and drunk (Befarticpevw).” How much 
wisdom would there be in expounding wine drunkenness (== bap- 
tism) by this Silenic drunkenness which finds its character de- 
pendent upon and expounded by the precedent wine baptism ? 
Just as much wisdom is there in making ritual baptism expository 
of the figurative baptism of Scripture, from which it derives its 
existence and by which it has its character. This is ‘* putting 
the cart before the horse” in a fashion to make the plainest 
ploughboy stare. Ritual baptism is but a symbol resemblance 
to the antecedently declared real (though figurative) baptism of 
the Holy Spirit. Is the figurative use of @axriSw by Josephus 
and Philo based in ritual baptism? The figurative use of Scrip- 
ture, and Josephus, and Philo have a common origin—the physi- 
cal use of faxtifw outside of the Scriptures; there is no such use 
in the Scriptures. Water used with faxtifw no more gives a 
physical covering use to this word in a ritual baptism, than wine 
used with farrifw gives to that word a physical covering use in a 
drunken baptism. 


OTHER COMMENTATORS AND SCHOLARS. 


Professor R. Wilson, of Ireland. 


Prof. Wilson, of Belfast (On Baptism, pp. 290, 295), asks: 
““ What are we to understand by ‘baptism into Jesus Christ?’ 
This point may seem simple or irrelevant, and it has heen often 
overlooked in the discussion; yet we believe it to be so vitally 
important that a correct answer to this question must regulate 
and control the interpretation of the entire passage. 

‘‘We observe then that there is no emblem whatever indicated 
when the Apostle speaks of baptism into Christ. Whether with 
Vitringa we understand the words ‘into Christ’ as denoting— 
into the acknowledgment of Christ, or with Tholuck, into partici- 
pation in Christ, or with Haldane, into oneness with Christ, or, 
with others, into the faith of Christ, still, in none of its patron- 
ized or possible varieties is the import symbolically presented in 
baptism. 
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“The great fact in the passage is baptism into Christ’s death, 
which does not admit of being symbolized by immersion; and 
grounded on the fact, is the momentous conclusion, that in this 
baptism we are joined unto the Lord in his burial and resurrec- 
tion. From union with Christ in death, union with him in the 
grave follows by legitimate and necessary deduction.” 


President R. Halley, of England. 


President Halley (The Sacraments, pp. 327, 334) says: “ Of 
what Christian truth is putting into the watera symbol? We are 
told, Of the burying of the believer with Christ. The burying 
~ of a believer with Christ is no more a Christian truth than the 
going in at the strait gate, or the putting on the helmet of sal- 
vation, or the anointing the eyes with eye-salve, but like them a 
figurative expression of Scripture. The sacraments of Christ are 
symbols of truth and not of figures. 

“Tf J am dead with Christ, I have been buried with him in my 
baptism, not into water, but by his Spirit into his death. That 
baptism is the funeral solemnity of a believer, or his interment 
in the tomb of Christ, is a doctrine which has no sure warranty 
in Scripture. If we attempt to unite the ideas of a burial and a 
purification, we have before us the ludicrous image of a man 
washing in a grave or dying ina bath. The burial of a believer 
with Christ, I repeat, being only a figurative expression, cannot 
be represented in baptism.” 


Dr. Edward Beecher (On Baptism, p. 113) says: ‘* Not only is 
it true that external baptism is not meant in Rom. 6: 3, 4, but it 
is also true, that there is no reason to think that any part of the 
language is taken from that rite. The language would have been 
just as it is, if the rite had been administered by sprinkling, or 
even if there had been no external rite whatever.” This is true 
beyond any successful impeachment. 

Prof. Stuart (Comm. in loc.): ‘Baptized into Christ.’ The 
sense of this depends on the meaning of the formula Baptize into 
any one. Here the sense is, ‘as many as have become devoted 
to Christ by baptism.’ 

“We have been baptized into his death, t.e., We have, as it were, 
been made partakers of his death by baptism. The being bap- 
tized into his death is therefore an internal, moral, spiritual 


thing. 
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“We have been buried with him, then, by baptism into his death, 
7.e., We are (by being baptized into his death) buried as he was, 
ouvetdgnuev, Where ovy means like, or like manner with. 

““ Most commentators have maintained that svverdgynyev has here 
a necessary reference to the mode of literal baptism, which they 
say was by immersion; and this, they think, affords ground for 
the employment of the image used by the Apostle, because im- 
mersion (under water) may be compared to burial (under the 
earth). It is difficult, perhaps, to obtain a patient re-hearing for 
this subject, so long regarded by some as being out of fair dis- 
pute. Nevertheless as my own conviction is not, after protracted 
and repeated examinations, accordant, here, with that of com- 
mentators in general, I feel constrained, briefly to state my 
reasons. .. . 

‘““Indeed what else but a moral burying could be meant, when 
the Apostle goes on to say: We are buried with him (not only by 
baptism, but) by baptism into his death 2 

“And although the words, into his death are not inserted in 
Colos. 2:12, yet, as the following verse shows, they are plainly 
implied. 

‘IT cannot see, therefore, that there is any more necessary refer- 
ence, here, to the modus of baptism, than there is to the modus of 
resurrection. The one may as well be maintained as the other.” 

Prof. Charles Hodge (Comm. in loc.): ‘In the phrase to be 
baptized into any one, the word rendered into has its usual force 
as indicating the object, design, or result, for which anything is 
done. To be baptized into Jesus Christ, or Moses, or Paul, 
therefore, means to be baptized in order to be united to Christ, 
or Moses, or Paul, as their followers, the recipients of their doc- 
trines, and expectants of the blessings which they have to be- 
stow. 

‘‘In like manner, in the expression baptized into his death, the 
preposition expresses the design and the result. The meaning, 
therefore, is, we were baptized in order that we might die with 
him, ¢.e., that we should be united to him in his death and par- 
takers of its benefits. Paul uses the expression baptized into 
Christ not for the mere external or formal profession of the re- 
ligion of the gospel, but for the cordial reception of it, of which 
the submission to the rite of baptism was the public and ap- 
pointed expression. 

“The meaning, therefore, is, that those who have sincerely em- 
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braced Jesus Christ, have done it so as to be united to him, con- 
formed to his image, and the design for which he died. Christ 
died to save his people from their sins and to purify to himself a 
peculiar people. Such being the nature and design of the gospel, 
if we accept of Christ at all, it is that we should die with him, 7. e., 
that we should attain the object for which he died, viz., deliver- 
ance from sin. 

** The words into death are evidently to-be connected with the 
word baptism. : 

‘It does not seem necessary to suppose, that there is any allu- 
sion to the mode of baptism, as though that rite was compared to 
a burial.” 

Certainly not; the baptism of Christ and the burial of Christ 
are as distinct as is the east from the west. And so all Patristic 
writers believed. 


Dr. Pusey. 


Dr. Pusey, Regius Professor of Hebrew, Oriel College, on the in- 
terpretation of this passage (Holy Baptism, pp. 78-80) says: ‘* All 
that a large number of Christians, at the present day, find in this 
passage, is that Baptism represents (as it does) to us our profes- 
sion, that we, having been baptized, and having acknowledged 
Christ as our Lord, are bound to lead a new and godly life. This ~ 
is very true, and is certainly in the passage; but the question is, 
whether this be all? The Fathers certainly saw herein, not only 
the death unto sin, which we were to die, but that also which in * 
Christ we had died by our having been baptized and incorporated 
into Christ; not the life only which we are to live, but the actual 
life which by Baptism was infused in us. St. Paul speaks through- 
out of actual facts, which have taken place in us, and duties con- 
sequent upon them. ‘We were all baptized into Christ,’ z. e., into 
a participation of Christ, and his most precious death, and union 
with him; ‘ we were buried with him by baptism into death, that 
we may also walk in newness of life.’ . . . A most intimate com- 
munion with the acts in our Lord’s own holy life and death is, 
by the original language, conveyed. It were much, to be buried, 
to be crucified with him, like him; but it is more to become par- 
takers of his burial and crucifixion ; to be (so to speak) co-interred, 
co-crucified; to be included in, wrapt around, as it were, in his 
burial and crucifixion, and gathered into his very tomb; and this 
he says we were by baptism: transfused into his death (ouverd. 
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gypev), implanted or engrafted into it (sbugurot), our old man was 
thereby nailed to his very cross (svveoravpd0n). There is a marked 
identification with our Lord... . These thoughts were promi- 
nently in the thoughts of the ancient church, when dwelling on 
the text; the close connection of what Christ had done for us on 
the cross, with what he worketh in us by his Spirit in baptism: 
that this union with him is the power of baptism, and that from 
this union so imparted-is all the Christian’s strength to realize 
Christian duty.” aN 
To this interpretation of Dr. Pusey, so far as the interpretation 
itself is concerned, there is but little exception to be taken. The 
exception lies against the alliance of the interpretation with ritual 
baptism, which is not in the passage. ‘*The Fathers” fell into 
the sad error of unifying the real baptism by the Spirit and the 
ritual baptism by water. Hence they unhesitatingly ascribed all 
the results of baptism of the soul by this divine Agent to the ritual 
use of water; not, however, to the water merely, but as having 
with it and in it the associated Holy Spirit. Therefore in inter- 
preting a passage which referred, solely, to the work of the Holy, 
Ghost (as in the passage before us) they ascribed it to ritual bap- 
tism, not designing, hereby, to exclude the Holy Ghost, but mak- 
ing the ritual water the channel-way through which his divine 
influence flowed. For this reason their interpretation of a passage, 
as to its sentiment, might be correct, while the reference of it to 
the rite might be wholly wrong. This is true of the present pas- 
‘sage. They are right in making its baptism efficient in producing 
a union with Christ, and thus a participation in the fruits of his 
death, burial, and resurrection. No just interpretation of the 
words of inspiration, as they stand, can reach any other result. 
As the words demand it, so the argument of the Apostle requires 
it. Augustine justly remarks: ‘It is said, without exception, 
‘So many of us as were baptized into Jesus Christ, were baptized 
into his death.’ And this 7s said to PRovE, that we are dead to 
sin.” It is no proof that any man is dead to sin, because he has 
professed so to be. Christianity demands, that every disciple 
should be baptized into Christ by the Holy Ghost, which baptism 
is the remission of sins and regeneration to newness of life, and 
therefore, Christianity can say, the man who lives in sin and not 
in newness of life, is not my disciple. The charge is not, that he 
has violated a ritual profession; but that he is destitute of that 
life which every true disciple receives from the Holy Ghost by 
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“baptism into Curist.” Dr. Pusey and the Fathers err, not as tc 
the value which they attribute to the baptism of which Paul 
speaks, but as to the cause of that baptism. They have intro- 
duced ritualism where there is nothing but the pure work of the 
Holy Spirit. There is a failure to accept and to be satisfied with 
the interpretation of the pure text of inspiration. A very just 
sentiment of Dr. Pusey may here be applied very forcibly— 
‘* RIGHT EXPOSITION is at variance with all heresy; anda fuller 
and more literal apprehension of ScRIPTURE ts, at the same time, 
a shield against doctrinal error.” 


Patristic Views. 


Error never remains alone. The error which so early associ- 
ated ritual baptism with baptism by the Holy Spirit gave origin 
to many kindred errors. Patristic writers never adopted the 
modern error that dipping into water is Christian baptism; but 
from the error which attributed burial with Christ to baptism 
with water, instead of ‘‘ baptism into his death” solely by the 
Holy Spirit, they adopted the related error of covering the body 
in water, as well as many others springing from the same seed. 
Among these errors (closely related to that which sought to 
establish a resemblance to the burial of Christ by putting the 
body under the water) was that other error, which sought to work 
out a resemblance to the ‘‘three days and three nights” of burial 
by putting under the water three times; which thrice dipping 
became prolific in yet other expositions. Inasmuch as all these 
errors and additions very early associated with the Christian rite 
stand or fall together, it may be well to look at the statement of 
some which are closely related to the passage under consideration. 

Cyril of Jerusalem, 1080: “‘xat xaredvete tpirov ets td Sdwp, xar 
nah dvedbete* nat évtad0a, Ova copBdov tHy Tetjpepoyv tvd Xptotod alyet- 
tépsvot tagyy.” ‘And ye were covered over thrice into the water, 
and again uncovered; and thus you darkly signified by symbol 
the three days’ burial of Christ. For as our Saviour spent three 
days and three nights in the bowels of the earth; so ye, also, by 
the first uncovering imitate the first day of Christ in the earth, 
and by the covering the night. For as one in the night cannot 
see, but one in the day lives in the light; so in the covering, as 
in the night, ye saw nothing; but in the uncovering again, ye 
were as in the day. And in this ye died and were born; and that 
saving water was to you both grave and mother.” 


270 CHRISTIC BAPTISM. 


There is just as much scriptural authority for this triple into 
and out of the water, as there is for one. And there is just as 
much scripteral authority for the symbolization of day and night 
by putting under the water and raising above the water, as there 
is for such symbolization of burial and resurrection. And there 
fs just as much scriptural authority for making the water of 
Christian baptism “a grave and a mother” as there is for either 
of the others. And there is just as much scriptural authority 
for the practice of these early errorists in putting men and women 
into the water naked to symbolize ‘naked came I out of my 
mother’s womb,” as to make the water ‘‘a mother and a womb.” 
That is to say, there is not one word of Scripture to sustain any 
of these imaginative follies. 

Leo (ad Palestinos, Ep. 81) says: ‘‘None by his death paid 
the debt of another, except Christ our Lord, in wHom alone all 
are crucified, all dead, buried, and raised up.” 

Origen, IV, 1040: “Si mortui sumus peccato, et consepulti 
sumus Christo, et consurreximus cum eo, necessarium videbitur 
secundum hance formam ostendi quomodo etiam cum ipso tres 
dies et tres noctes in corde terre sepulti fecerimus. Et vide si 
possimus tres dies consepulti Christo facere, cum plenam Trini- 
tatis scientiam capimus. ... 

“If we be dead to sin and co-buried with Christ (in his new 
sepulchre, mentioned just before) and co-risen with him, it will 
seem necessary, according to this form, to show, how also we are 
buried with him three days and three nights in the heart of the 
earth. See, if we can make three days’ burial with Christ, when 
we receive full knowledge of the Trinity. The Father is Light, 
and in his Light, which is the Son, we see Light, the Holy Spirit. 
But we make also three nights, when we destroy the father of 
darkness and ignorance, together with lying, which is born of 
him; and in the third piace we destroy the spirit of error, which 
inspires false prophets.” 

These diverse interpretations of the three days and three nights’ 
burial (equally good and equally bad) nullify each other, just as 
the marvellous motherhood and nakedness of the one dipping 
(together with self-incongruity and Scripture contradiction) pre- 
cludes its acceptance. 

IV, 1039: On the page preceding the quotation just made, 
there is another passage relating to this subject, not without in- 
terest: ‘‘ But some one may ask, why the Apostle in these pas- 
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sages, speaking concerning our baptism and concerning Jesus, 
should say: ‘ We have been co-buried with him by baptism into 
death ;’ and elsewhere, ‘If we die—with him, we shall, also, live 
—with him;’ and, likewise, ‘If,we suffer—with him, we shall 
reign— with him;’ and never says, We are co-baptized with 
Christ ; since as death is joined to death, and life to life, so, also, 
it seems baptism ought to be joined with baptism. But see how 
much caution there is in the words of the Apostle, for he says: 
‘Whosoever of us have been baptized into Jesus Christ.’ He 
says, therefore, our baptism is into Jesus Christ. But Christ 
himself is said to have been baptized by John, not with that 
_ baptism which is into Christ, but with that which is into the Law. 
For so he himself says to John: ‘Suffer it to be so now; for so it 
becometh us to fulfil all righteousness.’ By which he shows, that 
the baptism of John was the completion of the old and not the 
beginning of the new.” 

Origen, here, repudiates, 1. The idea that dipping into water 
is baptism of any kind, and especially, it is not Christian baptism, 
which is *‘ ¢nto Jesus Curist,” nor is it the baptism received by 
Christ from John, which was ‘“‘¢nto the Law.” 2. He declares that 
the express statement of Scripture distinguishes the baptisms 
of Christians and of Christ (symbolly received through John) 
as radically as it distinguishes between grace and law. Origen 
had no faith in the modern doctrine, “baptism is mode and 
nothing but mode; what is baptism in one case is baptism in 
another.” Origen believed with Ambrose mulia sunt genera bap- 
tismatum; and that one genus, ‘into Jesus Christ ” (7. e., into 
the gracious remission of sin through his obedience to the law 
and dying under the penalty of the Law) was Christian baptism ; 
and that another genus, ‘into the Law” (7. e., into the voluntary 
assumption of obedience and fulfilment of all Law demands, in 
his proper person for the benefit of his people) was Christ’s bap- 
tism from John. That genus of baptisms which is ¢nto WATER, 
and which by the force of its terms drowns human beings, was as 
unknown to Origen among the genera of religious baptisms, as it 
is unknown to all the writers of the New Testament. 


Karadbots—Avadbats. 


In the quotation from Cyril, and in others about to be made, 
as well as in Patristic baptisms everywhere, we meet with xara- 
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dbw, dadbw, xatdddotz, dvaddors; and the question arises, What is 
the origin of these terms? The answer to this question may be 
of essential importance. 

Oyrit of Jerusalem (1080) says: zatedvete tpitov eig TO BOwp, xar 
addy dvediete. *¢ You were covered over thrice into the water, 
and, again, uncovered.” 

Dipymus Axuex., 720: ‘*The Eunomians are rebaptized, be- 
cause they practice only one (zarddvets) covering over, baptizing 
‘into the death of the Lord;’ the Phrygians, also, are rebaptized, 
because they do not baptize into three Persons, but believe the 
Father, and the Son, and the Holy Ghost, to be one and the same.” 

Aruanastius IV, 1080: ** Thou wast baptized .. . by the cov- 
ering over (t7 zataddcer) thou didst imitate the burial of the Lord; 
but thou didst arise (dgduc) thence, again.” 

Dionysius ArgopaG. I, 404: **The complete covering of the 
body by water may be received as a likeness of death and burial. 
The baptized by three coverings (xatadvceor) in the water imitate 
the divine death, and three days and nights burial of Jesus the 
giver of life.” 

These quotations illustrate the constant and abounding use of 
xatadbvu, xatadvets, avadbvw, avadbers, in Patristic writings. This 
usage as compared with that of the New Testament is remarkable 
in several respects: 1. None of these terms appear in the New Tes- 
tament; 2. Their usage by Patrists is limited to physical relations. 
They introduce into and remove out of water. And this for the 
declared purpose of symbolizing burial and resurrection. 3. The 
offices fulfilled by these terms, and by fazrifw and Bdéztiopa, are 
markedly distinct and not interchanged. Haraddvw and xzata- 
ddots are never used to introduce “into Christ,” ‘into his death,” 
“into repentance,” ‘into the remission of sins,” either in the 
New Testament or in early Christian writings ; while fazri{w and 
Béxtiova are invariably and exclusively so used, in both. On the 
other hand, while the former terms always introduce (c/s td Sdwp) 
‘“‘into the water,” as stated by Cyril, and for the special purpose 
of constituting a symbol of death and resurrection (said to enter 
essentially into the rite), the latter terms are never used in the 
New Testament to introduce (és 70 Sdwp) “into the water,” and 
are either never so used in early Christian writings, or, if ever, it 
is so unusual as to manifest an exception to the normal usage both 
of the New Testament and of Patristic writings. 

No thoughtful person will regard the phraseology Ganritw 2 
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Bdare els wetavécay (otherwise stated by Luke, Sdar: Baxtifw eis pera- 
vocav), aS Opposed to this statement. As little opposed to it is the 
Janguage of Mark, 7A0ev axd Nafapét xai 2Bartiotn ei¢ tiv lopddvay; 
(1.) Because ets tov Jopddyyv is not necessarily the equivalent of 
cig 70 Bdwp; (2.) Because faxt{w never appears in the New Tes- 
tament with efs rd ddwp, and therefore the authority is wanting to 
justify changing a phrase which may express locality, into one 
expressing only fluid element; (3.) The ground of such interpre- 
tation (so far as relates to the verb), that faztif<w means to dip = 
to put into and take out of, is an error. Therefore, the statement 
may be made without reserve, that in the New Testament neither 
_Baxtifw, nor faxtrot7#s, nor faxtiopa is ever used to introduce an 
object ¢<nto WATER, or to express the condition of being im waTER. 

Some phrases which appear in early Christian writings might 
be, and have been, supposed to have such relation to water; but 
a closer scrutiny of usage will preclude such conclusion. An 
illustration of the passages referred to may be found in the Apos- 
tolical Canon XLIX, ‘If any bishop or presbyter should not 
celebrate (pla Bantiopata pias poyoews, add &y Bdxtiopa eis tov Odvatov 
tod) Kuptov OWépsvov, xa0apeicdw) three baptisms of one mystery, 
but one baptism, given ‘into the death of the Lord,’ let him be 
deposed.” 

A hasty judgment might conclude that these “three baptisms” 
were three dippings into water, and that fdzrioya took the place 
of zatadbots; but this is not so: 1. Because the evidence of such 
interchange is wanting; 2. Because the passage expressly de- 
clares the one fdztispa (opposed to the three faxtispata) to be not 
into water, but, as always, into a wholly different element—* into 
the DEATH of the Lord;” and consequently ‘‘ the three ” must be 
supposed to be of the same general character. This is confirmed 
by the subsequent part of the Canon, ‘‘ for the Lord did not say 
‘baptize into my death,’ but ‘into the name of the Father, and of 
the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.’” The ‘three baptisms” are 
clearly into the three, several, Persons of the Trinity, making 
“the one mystery,” and not three dippings znto water. This is 
further confirmed by the reason assigned for the rebaptism of the 
Phrygians, namely, ‘* because they did not baptize into the three 
Persons, but believed the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, 
to be one and the same,” and therefore used but one xataddatc. 
The orthodox baptism as stated by Clemens Kom. (1045) leads 
to the same result—‘*I am baptized into the one Unbegotten, the 

18 
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only true and Almighty God (farrtfopat cic Eva dyévyytov), and inte 
the Lord Jesus the Christ, his only begotten Son (zat cis toy Kipeov 
Inaody tov Xptordv), and I am baptized into the Holy Ghost, that 
is the Paraclete (BarriCopat xad etc td Mvedpa. 10 “Ayeoy).” Such spe- 
cial evidence (together with that of general usage) renders certain, 
that these tora Paxtiopata do not express dippings into WATER but, 
as always, into an ideal element. 

Jerome (VI, 1139, Comm. Jonah 3:3) introduces another of 
these interpretative conceits based on the notion of a three-one 
baptism: ‘When our Lord sends the Apostles that they may — 
baptize those who were in Nineveh, in nomine Patris, et Filii, et 
Spiritus Sancti, hoc est, itinere trium dierum. And this very 
sacrament of man’s salvation (unius diei via) is a journey of one 
day, that is, it is perfected by the confession of one God. It is 
to be observed, also, that he does not say (éribus diebus et noctt- 
bus) three days and nights, or one day and night, but simply 
(diebus et die), days and day, that he might show that there is no 
darkness in the mystery of the Trinity and the confession of the 
one God.” 

The Bible gives no more countenance to three dippings, or one 
dipping, into water with the attendant feats of imagination which 
picture a womb and a birth, a death, a burial, and a resurrec- 
tion, three nights in the grave exhibited by three dippings under 
the water, and three days in the grave by three liftings out of the 
water, than it does to the three days’ journey around Nineveh to 
denote the Trinity, and the one day’s journey into Nineveh to 
denote the confession of the one God. 

When the simplicity of truth is abandoned we are at once 
environed by a complicity of errors. 

4. In the New Testament we never find zarafaztifw, nor dva- 
Bantifw, xataBantispa, nor dyafantiopa; while xatadivw, dvaddva, 
xatadvets, dvadvets, abound in Patristic baptizings. 

This marked diversity in the use of terms narrating and 
expounding baptisms between the inspired writers and the unin- 
spired writers coming after them, shows, that there was something 
in the baptisms of the latter which demanded the introduction of 
a new phraseology, as compared with the baptisms of the former. 
And this new after-element introduced into Christian baptism 
was precisely that which this new phraseology was avowedly used 
to express, to wil, « burial and a resurrection. 

This conclusion is in harmony with the essential meaning of 
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Paxtifw (never taking out what it puts in), and its universal ideal 
relations as to the receiving element. r 

We therefore say, that the interpretation which introduces into 
the passage under consideratior water, and a baptism into water 
symbolizing death, and burial, and a resurrection (to say nothing 
about “ womb,” “ birth,” and ‘ mother”), is without the slightest 
foundation in a just exegesis. 


SIN CHRIST” BY BAPTISM INTO CHRIST, FILLS WITH FULNESS 
OF CHRIST. 


CoLossIANs 2: 9-13. 


“Ore év ave KaTOLKEl TAY TO TAGpwLa THC BedTHTOG CHpaTtKaC. 

Kal éare év avt@ men Ajpopévor’. . . . 

Ep @ Kal mepietunonre mepttoph axerpoTornty, év TH areKdboee TOY ouatoc TOY 
GMAPTLOV THO CapKoC Ev TH TEplTouh Tov Xprorov, ovvrabévrec ato év TH Barrio- 
part. : 

Ev © nab ovvnyépOnte 01a Tho TloTEwc THO Evepyelac Tov Oeod Tov éyelpavroc 
avrov ék TOV vEKpGY’. 

. . . ouvelwoinoe ody avTG, yaptodmevoc dmiv mavTa Ta TapanTopuara. 


“ For in him dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead bodily. 

‘And ye are made full in him, who is the head of all principality and 
power ; 

‘©In whom, also, ye have been circumcised with the circumcision made 
without hands, by the putting off the body of the sins of the flesh, by the 
circumcision of Christ, being buried with him by the baptism (into his 
death) ; 

“In whom, also, ye have been raised together through faith, the working 
of God who raised him from the dead ; 

‘¢ And you, being dead in sins and the uncircumcision of your flesh, hath 
he made to live together with him, having forgiven you all your tres- 
passes.”” 


Translation. 


The preposition év throughout this passage (however translated, 
in or by) has a causative force, except in the first sentence, where 
the condition in which Christ is by his divine nature is made the 
ground cause of the condition of his people who are ‘in Him.” 

Since the condition of all who are IN Christ is determined by 
their being ‘‘in Him,” and they must be what they are because 
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of his relation to them and their relation to him (under the full 
influence of which they are thus represented as coming) some, 
as Prof. Ripley, translate ‘“‘by whom,” while others, retaining the 
strong and deeply expressive form “IN whom,” show its causative 
power by the translation of 2y in other phrases dependent upon 
it. Thus Tyndale translates: ‘For in Him dwelleth all the fulnes 
of the godheed boddyly, and ye are full in a1M, which is the heed 
_ of all rule and power, in wHoM also ye are circumcised with cir- 
cumcision made without hondes, by putting of the sinfull boddy of 
the fleshe, thorowe the circumcision that is in Christ, in that ye 
are buryed with him thorowe baptism, in WHOM ye are also rysen 
agayne thorowe faith, that is wroght by the operacion of god 
which raysed hym from deeth.” It would be difficult to improve 
this venerable translation. Prof. Ripley, however, does not ac- 
cept some of its most important features. He proffers this trans- 
lation of v.12: ‘Buried with him 7m baptism, wherein also ye are 
risen with him through the faith of the operation of God, who hath 
raised him from the dead; that is by your.faith in the power of 
God who raised up Christ from the dead, ye have In BAPTISM been 
buried with him, and risen with him. It was IN BAPTISM, then, a 
physical act, they had been both BURIED and RAISED UP with 
Christ.” Italics and capitals are as quoted. 

Prof. Ripley objects to the translation by Prof. Stuart, ‘* Ye 
are arisen with him by faith wrouaur By the power of God;” but 
says, ** That the original is capable of this version, no one can | 
doubt who is acquainted with Hebrew usage, and with that of 
New Testament Greek, in regard to the Genitive case.” 

On this point Olshausen (Comm. in loc.) remarks: ‘“ Faith is 
here more accurately designated as xéores tis evepyetas tud Oeod. 
All the later interpreters are unanimous on the point that these 
words are to be taken thus: ‘ Faith which the operation of God 
calls forth,’ and not ‘ Faith in the operation of God’... . This 
passage is the most decided and open of those in the New Testa- 
ment in which faith is referred to the operation of God.” 

The translation of Tyndale, and Stuart, and others, must stand 
against that of Prof. Ripley. It is greatly to be regretted that the 
logical connection in the language of the Apostle has been inter- 
fered with by the division of the vv. 11 and 12, by which that which 
should have closed v. 11, is made to begin v. 12. The clauses which 
follow & @ xat in v.11, and precede & @ xa’ in v. 12, are epexegeti- 
cal of the statement, ‘In whom also ye are circumcised with a cir- 
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cumcision made without hands,” the nature of which circumcision 
is explained as “the putting off the body of the sins of the flesh;” 
and the author of the circumcision is explained by the declara- 
tion, that it is ‘the circumcision of Christ ;” while the manner 
of its accomplishment is explained by “ being buried with him by 
baptism” (into his death). The ellipsis being supplied from 
Rom. 6:4. The sentiment and the construction show that all 
intervening between the & & zat of v. 11, and the & & xa of v. 12, 
belongs to the first of these phrases, and consequently makes the 
baptism into the death of Christ executive of the circumcision of 
Christ which separates and buries the body of sin, and so regen- 
erates and purifies, and introduces into ‘newness of life.’ And 
as ¢v @ xal meptetyy{0nte has no concern with a rite, but begins and 
ends with Christ and his people in union with him; so, also, é& 
@ zat curnyép0nte has as little to do with a rite, but declares a res- 
urrection in and with Christ, because of union with him, through 
faith wrought in the soul by the power of God. The conjunction 
of resurrection with the baptism is without justifying authority 
either in the proper interpretation of this passage, or in the nature 
of abaptism. The introduction of ritual baptism into this passage 
can only be effected by violence, and when effected it makes the 
sentiment unscriptural or an excrescence and a stumbling-block. 


Interpretation. 


The parallelism between Colos. 2: 9-13 and Rom. 6:2-11 is 
obvious, and is universally admitted. There is, also, a parallelism 
of equivalence between phrases in these passages (diversely ex- 
pressed), which claims attention. 

Among such passages are the following: 1. “Oot &Bantictypey els 
Xprorov Iqaodv, Rom. 6: ‘3; and éate ¢v adtw (= Xprotw) ‘pads 
Colos. 2:10. 

To be “baptized into Christ,” and ‘to be filled of Christ by 
being in him,” are expressions which, under diversity of form, 
express the same substantial truth. There is no more difference 
between “into Christ” and “in Christ,” as they appear in these 
phrases, than there is between into-the river and in the river, as 
they appear in the statements, “the lead fell 1NTO the river,” and 
‘the lead is 1n the river.” ‘‘ Fell into” expresses, directly, the 
passing into the river, which necessarily involves, as a consequence, 
the subsequent being in the river. ‘The baptism “into Christ” of 


— 


x 
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Romans, representing the soul as passing ‘into Christ,” neces- 


sarily involves the being in Christ of Colossians, for in a baptism 
there is no withdrawal of the object baptized. And the soul which 
is “Sin Christ” has, of necessity, previously passed into Christ. 
And this passing into Christ, without withdrawal, is designated 
by the Scriptures as being baptized into him. Therefore, when- 
ever the Scriptures speak of Christians being “in Christ,” they 
teach a previous baptism “into Christ.’ Into Christ, and in 
Christ, are parts of a whole truth mutually complementary of each 
other. ‘Ye in Christ are made full,” is a universal declaration 
applicable to all “in Christ,” without exception. And no one 
who is oué of Christ is or can be partakers of his fulness. The 
statement in Romans, ‘‘So many of us as were baptized into Jesus 
Christ” is equally universal, and no one who is not ‘‘ baptized into 
Jesus Christ” can receive through him ‘newness of life.” If 


dipping into water does not give the soul a place ‘‘7n Christ,” 


dipping into water will never ‘baptize the soul into Christ.” 
Every one who is “in Christ” is so by reason of having been 
“baptized into Christ ;” and every one who is “baptized into 
Christ” does, thereby, become “in Christ.” I am not aware that 
the friends of the theory have pressed into service * Ye are in 
Christ made full” as proof of its truth; and yet the same im- 
aginative logic which finds water with its death and burial, and 
womb and mother, in these passages, might readily do so. An 
empty vessel put under water is made full ; and what better im- 
agery is needed to teach that the body, as an empty vessel, is put 
under the water to emblemize the soul empty of all good, being 
put “in Christ” to be made full of his fulness ? 

But before such a plea is entered we make claim to an equiva- 
lence of value between “‘ baptism,” and being “made full.” Any 
vessel which is ‘ made full” has its powers to receive exhausted. 
The soul which is “ made full” of the fulness of Christ, can re- 
ceive no more. To make full is consequently used to express 
subjection to controlling influence; as by Peter at Pentecost, in- 
terpreting the charge, ‘these men are FULL of new wine,” replies, 
“these men are not drunken, as ye suppose.” To be full of wine, 
is to be under its controlling influence, to be drunken. But it 
has been proved by scores of facts, that to be baptized into any- 
thing is expressive of subjection to the controlling influence of 
that thing whatever it may be. A living man baptized into water 
is brought under its suffocating influence, and drowned; hot iron 
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baptized into cold water is brought under its controlling influence, 
and made cold; a medical prescription baptized into milk is 
brought under its controlling influence, and made emollient; the 
soul baptized into Christ, is brought under the controlling of 
Christ, and is redeemed by his blood. 

“‘ Baptized into Christ,” and “ye are, in Christ, made full,” are 
varied forms expressive of the same identical truth, namely, the 
full participation in the blessings of Christ as a Saviour. 

In like manner the phrases, ‘“ buried with him (6:4 tod Baxtispatos) 
by the baptism into his death,” and, ‘buried with him (& 76 faz- 
tiopatt) in the baptism (into his death),” are diverse, yet equiva- 
lent expressions ; they both indicating a consequence of baptism 

“into Christ’s death. The first states directly, that union with 
Christ in his death (expressed by baptism into his death) unites 
with him in his sepulchre-burial; the second makes the same 
statement, indirectly, the co-burial with Christ being caused by 
the influence proceeding from being ‘‘in the baptism into his 
death.” 

So, also, the phrase “he hath made you to live together with 
him, having forgiven you all your trespasses,” finds its equivalent 
in the phrase descriptive of John’s preaching—‘the baptism of 
repentance into the remission of sins.” ‘* Repentance” is the 
evidence of a new life from Christ and with it the ‘‘ baptism into” 
( =the full) ‘remission of all our sins.” 

This preaching was reiterated by Peter, ‘‘ Repent, and be bap- 
tized into the remission of sins,” resting by faith ‘ upon the name 
of Jesus Christ.” It is repeated by Paul’s, ‘* Whosoever is bap- 
tized into Christ is baptized into his death,” for without the shed- 
ding of blood there is no remission of sins, and baptism into the 
atoning death of Christ brings under the full influence of its sin- 
remitting power. 

The parallelism of these passages of Paul is far more profound 
than that which could be exhibited by sameness of words. Where 
the sameness of words finds no place, the sameness of truth may 
stand out the more strongly in the diversity. ‘* Jn Christ” de- 
clares the baptism of the New Testament as surely as ‘Baptized 
INTO Christ,” and perhaps in terms and under circumstances 
sufficiently explicit to forbid ‘“‘in Curist” from being trans- 
formed into in WATER. 


‘ 


280 CHRISTIC BAPTISM. 


To Fill. 


““ Baptize,” i Romans, is no more used with a physical appli- 
cation, than is ‘* made full,” in Colossians, used in a physical ap- 
plication. It is also trae, that when baptize is used with water 
in the New Testament it is no more used as indicative that some 
object is to be put into the water, than fill when used with bread 
(as, ‘* whence should we have so much bread in the wilderness, as 
to fill so great a multitude”) is used to express the physical fill- 
ing of the stomach. This bread was not to be used to fill the 
stomach as a physical receptacle, but as a physical substance 
possessed of a quality to fill APPETITE, exhaustively satisfy hunger. 
So, ‘he would fain have filled his belly with husks” does not 
mean, that he was fain to exhaust the containing capacity of the 
“belly” by putting into it husks, but éo satisfy appetite by eating 
husks. And water with baptize is not used as a fluid capable of 
receiving an object, but as a fluid possessed of a quality capable 
of symbolizing purity as developed in the phrases ‘‘ baptized into 
repentance,” ‘‘ baptized into the remission of sins,” ‘* baptized 
into Christ,” ‘* baptized into his death.” 

The abounding use of “ fill” in unphysical relations truly illus- 
trates, and is fairly equivalent in force with that of baptize. In 
illustration take the following examples: *“* Thou shalt be FILLED 
with drunkenness” (Ezek. 23 : 33) as compared with Josephus, 
Jew. Antiq., x, 9, “* Baptizep by drunkenness ;” ** Be not drunk 
with wine, but FILLED with the Spirit” (Eph. 5:18) as compared 
with the Classic Greek ‘‘BaptizeD by wine,’ and the frequent 
Scripture phrase “Baprizep by the Spirit;” ‘“ Being FILLED with 
all unrighteousness” (Rom. 1: 29), “ Why hath Satan FILLED thy 
heart” (Acts 5:3) as compared with the means of recovery, equal 
in extent, depth, and power, “* Baprizep into repentance” (Matt. 
3:11); ‘*To FILL uP their sins,” as compared with ‘ BaprizED 
into the remission of sins” (Luke 3:3, Acts 2:88); “I have 
FILLED him with the Spirit of God,” as compared with “* By one 
Spirit are we all BAPTIZED” (1 Cor. 12:13); “John shall be 
FILLED with the Holy Ghost” (Luke 1:15), ‘‘ Hlizabeth was FILLED 
with the Holy Ghost” (v. 41), ‘*Zacharias was FILLED with the 
Holy Ghost” (v. 67), ‘Peter FILLED with the Holy Ghost” (Acts 
4:8), “That thou mightest be filled with the Holy Ghost” (Acts 
9:17), ‘* Paul filled with the Holy Ghost” (Acts 13:9), as com- 
pared with, ‘ He shall BaprizE you with the Holy Ghost” (Matt. 
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3:11), “ Ye shall be BaprizED with the Holy Ghost” (Acts 1:5), 
‘“Then remembered I the word of the Lord,” ‘Ye shall be 
BAPTIZED by the Holy Ghost” (Acts 11:16); and, lastly, ‘That 
ye might be filled” (entering) ‘into all the fulness of Gop” 
(Ephes. 3:19), as compared with, “ Baptrzina them into the 
Name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.” 

In such usage, “to fill” expresses completeness, exhaustive 
satisfaction; the soul that enters, through the love of Christ, 
“into all the fulness of Gop” is exhaustively satisfied; and the 
soul that is baptized through the redeeming love of Christ into 
the Triune Gop (made subject and assimilant to the divine per- 
fections) is exhaustively satisfied. To fill and to baptize, while 
- diverse, are accordant and equivalent in their diversity when used 
in such relations. 


Jerome and Others. 

Jerome (Comm. zn loc.) connects what is the beginning of v. 
12 in the English Bible with the close of v. 11, as explanatory of 
the circumcision of Christ. He also refers the resurrection of 
Christians to their relation with Christ (in quo et resurrexistis, as 
also in the circumcision, in quo et circumcisi estis) and not to 
ritual baptism. So, also, the Douay Version, ‘In whom also ye 
are circumcised.” . . . ‘In whom also you are risen again.” 

Ambrose (IIT, 498) translates év faztispate, ‘per baptismum.” 

Origen (Hom. XIV, on Luke) translated by Jerome (VII, 247) 
teaches that the circumcision of Christians is ‘én Curist,” and 
their resurrection, also, is ‘*7n Curist,” and not in ritual baptism 
by rising out of the water. ‘Therefore his death, and his resur- 
rection, and circumcision were accomplished for us.” 

As Paul rejects the Jewish circumcision made with hands, and 
takes instead ‘the circumcision of Christ,’ which is without 
hands (the baptism of the Holy Ghost which unites to him in his 
death, burial, and resurrection), so Justin Martyr rejects Jewish 
circumcision (which he calls a baptism) on the ground that he has 
received the nobler baptism of the Holy Ghost. This is his lan- 
guage (537): ‘ What value to me is circumcision being approved 
by the witness of God?” “ Tio éxstvou tod Bantispatos zpsta dytw 
Ivebpate Befantispévw What need has he of that baptism who has 
been baptized by the Holy Ghost?” Justin Martyr was a Greek 
of the Greeks, and when he calls circumcision a.‘ baptism ” it is 
settled that among Greeks baptism meant something else than a 
dipping into water. And when he compares by contrast circum 
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cision baptism by the exscinding knife, with the soul baptism by 
the Holy Ghost, he had another idea of Christ’s baptizing by the 
Holy Ghost than that of his “dipping in the Holy Ghost.” 

Cyril (518) says: ** By the likeness of the faith of Abraham we 
come into adoption. And then, after faith, in like manner with 
him we receive the spiritual seal, being circumcised by the Holy 
Ghost (dca tod Aovtpod) through the washing, not as to the foreskin 
of the body but of the heart, as Jeremiah says, ‘ Circumcise to the 
Lord the foreskin of your heart ;’ and according to the Apostle, ‘ By 
the circumcision of Christ, being buried with him by baptism.’ ” 

Cyril, in common with Origen and Jerome, identifies the burial 
with Christ through baptism into his death, with the circumcision 
of Christ; and like them grounds the resurrection in union with 
Christ. 

A just interpretation of this passage furnishes no support for 
a ritual baptism as giving origin to the form of its language or 
sentiment. On the contrary a strict criticism makes this passage 
with its parallel in Romans mutually elucidatory and confirmatory 
of each other, as teaching a most intimate union between Christ 
and his people effected by Divine power, and making them fully 
participant of redemption from sin and death through his death, 
and of life and immortality through his resurrection. Especially 
is there no authority for attaching the notion of a resurrection 
from this passage to ritual baptism. The crucifixion, the burial, 
and the resurrection are all to be found “in Christ.” As addi- 
tional evidence for this truth, so far as the resurrection is con- 
cerned, see 3:1, “If ye be risen together with Christ” cuvnyépdnre 
t@ Xptorw (Cod. Sin. & XpororH), which proves that the & & of v. 12 
belongs to Christ, as Tyndale has translated it, and not to bap- 
tism as in the common version. 





BAPTISM INTO CHRIST MAKES CHRISTLIKE. 


GALATIANS 8: 26, 27. 
| Ildvrec yap vioi Oeod éoré bud tHe miotewe év Xpiotg 'Iqood* 
"Ooo yap ei¢ Xpcordy éBanticOnte, Xpiordv évedioacbe. 
‘Por ye are all the children of God by faith in Christ Jesus; 
‘“‘For as many of you as have been baptized into Christ, have put on 
Christ.” 
Not Ritual Baptism. 
In support of the position that this baptism is ritual I know of 
nothing which can be adduced except the mere presence of the 
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word “baptize.” But such a position on such a basis is antago. 
nized and nullified by the fact, that this word is used to express 
‘a real baptism by the Holy Spirit as well as a ritual baptism by 
water. That the latter is here referred to, therefore, must be 
proved and not be assumed. The attempt at proof must begin 
with the supply of an ellipsis, namely, ‘‘ As many as have been 
baptized into water into Christ, have put on Christ ;” which at- 
tempt is confronted with these difficulties: 1. Such phraseology 
condemns itself; 2. ‘* Baptized into water” destroys life; 3. To 
change * baptized ” into dipped (to save life) is to substitute an- 
other word, of essentially diverse meaning, for the word of inspi- 
ration; 4. There is no such language in Scripture as ‘baptized 
INTO water,” and therefore such language cannot be introduced by 
ellipsis in the interpretation of any passage of Scripture. It is 
neither answer nor contradiction to this to say, BaxtiSw & ddare 
occurs in Scripture; because the relation between & Udate and 
faxtifw (as thus occurring) is not such as is sought to be intro- 
duced into the passage under consideration; namely, as comple- 
mentary of faztiZw and as the receptive element into which the 
baptized object passes; but expresses the symbol, ritual agency 
in the baptism (e’s wstavofay) “into repentance,” as is shown in 
Johannic Baptism; 5. If this ellipsis should be insisted upon (as 
that without which all is lost) this new difficulty emerges, namely, 
a baptism into water has no power to bring “info Curist;” and 
if this is sought to be met by another ellipsis, ‘‘ As many as have 
been baptized into water have made a profession of entering into 
Christ,” we ask: And what about “putting on Christ’? And, 
again, an ellipsis is proffered, ‘put on Christ by profession.” Such 
helps, to meet the difficulties arising out of a primary error, re- 
minds of the cycle and epicycle introduced to escape the difficulties 
induced by the error which made the earth the centre of the solar 
system. The cycle and the epicycle failed to change error into 
truth, and this ellipsis and epiellipsis equally fails to give truth to 
an erroneous interpretation. 


This is Real Baptism. 


That this baptism spoken of by Paul is a real baptism in which 
the condition of the soul is thoroughly changed in its relations to 
Christ by Divine power is fully established: 1. By the express 
statement of the words of inspiration. The words “baptized 
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into Christ” do mean, and under the true meaning of farrifw and 
the usage without exception of such phrase, can mean nothing 
else than, thorough subjection to the controlling influence of 
Christ as distinctively distinguished from that of all other beings ; 
9. That this is the true interpretation of this phrase, is made, if 
possible, more certain by the special interpretation of the Holy 
Spirit in declaring, that “‘ baptized into Christ” finds its equiva- 
lent in ‘put on Christ.” No one ever yet questioned, that the 
essential meaning of ‘putting on any one” was the assumption 
in fact of the character of such one, whatever it might be. The 
only issue then, is this: Shall we accept this double statement of 
truth by the Holy Spirit at its essential value, or shall we evis- 
cerate it of its divine life and substitute for it ** profession ?” 
8. The agency effecting this baptism is not stated in direct con- 
nection with the baptism, but is stated in the context, and neces- 
sitates a real and not a ritual baptism. This entire chapter pre- 
sents ‘‘ faith” as the bond of union between the soul and Christ; 
v. 1 exhibits ‘‘ Christ crucified ;” v. 2, ‘received ye the Spirit by 
the works of the law or by the hearing of faith ?” v. 3, “having 
begun in the SprriT are ye now made perfect by the flesh?” v. 5, 
‘‘he that ministereth to you the Spirit doeth he it by the law or 
by faith 2” v.77, ‘they which are of faith are the children of Abra- 
ham ;” v. 8, “Sand the Scripture foreseeing that God would justify 
the heathen through faith preached before the gospel unto Abra- 
ham, saying, ‘In thee shall all nations be blessed,’ so then they 
which be of fazth are blessed with faithful Abraham ;” v. 11, ‘the 
just shall live by faith ;” v. 13, “Christ hath redeemed us from 
the curse of the law. . . . Cursed is every one that hangeth on a 
tree; that the blessing of Abraham might come on the Gentiles 
through Jusus Curist; that we might receive the promise of the 
Spirit through faith ;” v. 22, ‘that the promise by faith of Jusus 
‘CuRist might be given to them that believe ;” v. 26, * Ye are all 
the children of God by faith in Curist Jusus;” v. 27, “ For as 
many of you as have been baptized Into Curist, have put on 
Christ ;” v. 28, ‘Ye are all one 1n Curist Jusus;” y. 29, “ And 
if ye be Christ’s, then are ye Abraham’s seed and heirs accord- 
ing to the promise.” 

If anything can be made certain it is that the agencies operative 
throughout this chapter are “the Sprrir” and faith,” which is 
itself the work of the Spirit. This accords with the general teach- 
ing of Scripture, that the soul is baptized and made participant 
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in the blessings of Christ, by the power of the Holy Spirit, and 
with the special teaching of Coloss. 2: 12, ‘ Buried with Christ 
by baptism into his death, in whom ye are risen together through 
FAITH wrought by God ;” 4. The enfire complexion of the Apostles’ 
argument imperatively demands a real baptism by the Spirit into 
Curist, thus establishing the soul (v. 28) ‘In,Curist,” as in 
Colossians, “1x whom ye are circumcised ;” “IN whom ye are 
risen together.” 


Illustration. 


The figure by which baptism into Christ is illustrated, that of 
putting on a garment as an exhibition of character, is common in 
‘Scripture. It appears in Isaiah 61:10, “1 will greatly rejoice in 
the Lord, my soul shall be glad in my God; for he hath clothed 
me with the garments of SALVATION, he hath covered me with the 
robe of RIGHTEOUSNESS, as a bridegroom decketh himself with 
ornaments, and as a bride adorneth herself with her jewels.” 
Isaiah 59:17, ‘“‘ He put on the garments of VENGEANCE for cloth- 
ing, and was clad with ZEAL as a cloak.” 

Also, in Rom. 13:12, 14, ** Let us put off the woRKS OF DARK- 
NESS and put on the ARMOR OF LIGHT. .. . But put ye onthe Lorp 
Jesus Curist;” 1 Cor. 15: 54, ‘This corruptible must put on IN- 
CORRUPTION, and this mortal must put on IMMORTALITY. So when 
this corruptible shall have pué on INCORRUPTION, and this mortal 
shall have put on IMMORTALITY, then Death shall be swallowed up 
(cts) INTO vicToRY ;” 2 Cor. 5:4, ‘* Not for that we would be un- 
clothed (2dbcac0a) but clothed upon (2zevdbcac0at), that mortality 
might be swallowed up by LirE;” Coloss. 3:12, ‘‘ Pur on as the 
elect of God, holy and beloved, bowels of mercies, kindness, 
humbleness of mind, meekness, long-suffering, . . . and upon all 
these, charity, which is the bond of perfectness.”’ 

Two things are made certain by these passages: 1. ‘‘ Put on,” 
as a figure e vestiaria, is never used in Scripture to express what 
is fictitious, unreal, or a mere profession, but that which is true 
and real; 2. As the phrases, ‘‘ put on the armor of light,’’ ** put 
on incorruption,” ‘put on immortality,” ** put on charity,” ex- 
press a reality, so ‘ put on the Lord Jesus Christ ” (Rom. 13 : 14), 
and ‘put on Christ” (Gal. 3:27), express a reality. And inas- 
much as * baptized into Christ ” is declared, on divine authority, 
to be the equivalent of ‘put on Christ,” then baptized ‘ into 
Christ” must express a reality and not a shadow. 
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These passages have other instructive bearings on our Inquiry. 
No one doubts that the phrase, “‘ Death is swallowed up into Vic- 
tory” (xatand0% 6 Odvatos els vizos) expresses the complete influence 
of Victory over Death; how, then, can the phrase ‘‘ As many as 
have been baptized into Christ,” express less, or anything else, 
than the full influence of Christ over all so baptized? And as 
the phrase ‘‘ swallowed up by life” (xataro67 to Ovqtov bx0 tis Cwis), 
expresses “life” to be the agency by which the swallowing up 
and the consequent influence is effected, so, in the phrase of 
Josephus, “baptized by drunkenness,” drunkenness expresses 
the agency by which the baptism is effected and by its nature in- 
volves the nature of the baptism, to wit (ele dvarobyotay) ** into 
insensibility,” and so also, in the frequent Scripture phrase ‘ bap- 
tism of repentance,” repentance expresses the agency by which the 
baptism is effected, and determines the character of the baptism, 
to wit (cic dgeow dvapttwy) “into the remission of sins.” And 
farther, as the phrase ‘swallowed up with overmuch sorrow ” 
(tH neptcootépg Abxy xatarv07) 2 Cor. 2:71, expresses “sorrow ” to 
be the agency (by the Dative), so Luke 3:16 expresses, by pre- 
cisely the same grammatical form (Sdaz: BaztiZw), water to be the 
symbol agency by which the baptism is effected (ets perdvotay) 
‘into repentance ” — ‘into the remission of sins.” As “sorrow” 
is the agency by which the swallowing up is accomplished and 
not the element into which the object swallowed up passes, so, 
“water” is the agency by which the baptism is symbolly effected 
and not the element into which the baptized object passes. From 
all which we draw this conclusion: From the essential’ meaning 
of faxriZw the Scriptures could not, as in fact they do not, teach 
a baptism into water, while for the same reason they could, and 
in fact do, teach a baptism “into Christ,” ‘into repentance,” 
‘into the remission of sins,” and other like, profound, and abid- 
ing baptisms. 


Interpreters. 


The views of Interpreters, both ancient and modern, accord 
very generally in the belief, that the phrases ‘baptized into 
Christ ” and “ put on Christ” express a real and profound truth, 
and not one of semblance and profession. 

RoseNMULLER, on Rom. 13:14, * Put on Christ. Imitamini 
Christum, similes illi fieri studete. Sic apud Dionys. Halic. Ant. 
L., XI. Appius et reliqui decemviri vocantur odxéce petprdfovtes 
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G24 tov Tapxdvioy sxstvov evdvéyevoe non amplius modum servantes, 
sed Tarquinium illum induentes, 7. e., imitantes.” 

And again, he says: “To pué on, induere, quum de virtutibus 
usurpatur, significat, iis summo studio deditum esse, eas diligen- 
tissime sectari. Themistius, Orat. 24, hortator. ad philos., éze:- 
Oynep dpetiy dvtt [uatiwy Augteoto quoniam virtute loco vestium in- 
dutus erat. Athenseus L. XIIL. c¢. 2, Bourdpevoe sdvea0ar dutjy 
dutdzpstay quum frugalitatem illam induere velitis.” 

These classical quotations show, that the use of this figure out 
of the Scriptures, as well as in them, was a strong expression 
covering a reality. 

OusHAvusEN, Rom. 13:14, ‘* To put on Christ. The figure is 
‘derived from a robe of righteousness. Profane writers also use 
to put off and to put on in like manner, in the sense of fashioning 
one’s self unlike or like a person.” On Galat. 3:26, 27: ‘ Bap- 
tism into Christ is here conceived of in its profoundest idea. 
The putting on Christ is a description of what happens in the 
new birth. This expression denotes the most intimate appropria- 
tion of Christ. To put on the new man = being renewed. To 
put on immortality denotes the change of the mortal body into 
the immortal nature of corporeity. But with whomsoever Christ 
joins himself, to him he, the Son of God, also communicates the 
nature of a child of God.” 

BLooMFIELD, Rom. 13:14: ‘ Put on Christ, t.e., Take upon 
you his dispositions, follow his example. A metaphor e re ves- 
tiaria, and found also in the classical writers. So Lucian, Gall. 
19, dxodvadpevos 62 tov Mvbayépay tiva pernugedow pet adc6v. Bengel, 
Galat. 3:27: Ye have put on Christ. Christ is the Son of God, 
and ye are in Him, the sons of God. Tho. Gataker says, ‘A 
Christian is one who has put on Christ.’ ” 

Exuicorr, Galat. 3:27: “ Into Christ, not in Christo, but in 
Christum ; Beza, sed ut Christo addicti essetis. The meaning of 
els with fazriZw appears twofold; (a) unto, object, purpose; (b) 
into, union and communion with: here and Rom. 6:3, the union 
is of the most complete and mystical nature. Parr. ets td dvopa is 
not identical in meaning with Barr. & tH dvopart, but evev implies a 
spiritual and mystical union with him in whose name the sacra- 
ment was administered. The discussion by Fritsche, Rom. 6:3, 
is by no means satisfactory, as he regards e/¢ as only implying 
ethical direction, instead of that mystical incorporation which the 
passage seems certainly to convey.” 
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“ To put on Christ. There appears no allusion to Heathen, 
Jewish, or Christian customs. Wetstein, Rom. 13: 14, shows to 
put on any one, is a strong expression denoting the complete as- 
sumption of the nature, etc., of another.” 

The evidence is Bancibetes that arr. els seas expresses the 
same radical idea; and fart. cic td dvopa, and fart. @v tH dvopate 
never come in competition, in the same line of thought. 

ALForD says: ‘As many of you as were ‘baptized into Christ,’ 
put on Christ at that time. The aorists make the acts identical.” 
This is true of baptism into Christ by the Holy Ghost; it is not 
true of ritual baptism into Christ. 


Patristic. 


Tertullian, III, 1131, ‘‘ He who was sanctified by baptism, lay- 
ing aside his sins, and spiritually renewed, was made fit to receive 
the Holy Spirit, since the Apostle says: ‘As many as have been 
baptized into Christ have put on Christ, (Gal. 3:27).... Christ 
cannot be put on without the Spirit, nor can the Spirit be sepa- 
rated from Christ. Mere water, without the Holy Spirit, can 
neither purge away sins nor sanctify the man. Wherefore it 
must be admitted, either that the Holy Spirit is there where bap- 
tism is, or that baptism is not where the Holy Spirit is not; for 
baptism cannot be without the Holy Spirit.” 

This extract proves, 1. Tertullian did not believe that * putting 
on Christ” was a mere profession of Christ, but a regeneration 
by the Holy Spirit; 2. Tertullian did not believe that Christian 
baptism was a dipping into water. This latter point is farther 
shown by the statement (1166), “If the Apostle does not lie, 
saying: Quotquot in Christo tincli estis, Christum induistis 
(Gal. 3:27) undoubtedly whosoever is there baptized puts on 
Christ ; but if he puts on Christ, he can, also, receive the Holy 
Spirit who is sent by Christ.” 

And in II, 938, “But Jesus, the great High Priest of the 
Father, clothing us with himself (for (Gal. 3:27) qui in Christo 
tinguuntur, Christum induerunt) has made us priests unto his 
Father.” Here “in Christo” is represented as a (quasi) dye in 
which whatsoever is placed becomes like the dye in color, so, who- 
soever is placed ‘in Christ,” becomes like Christ, and as he ig the 
great High Priest, they who are ‘in Christ” assume a priestly 
character like him. Also, 991, “Itaque, si exinde quo statum 
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vertit, et in Christum tincta, induit Christum (Gal. 3: 27), There- 
fore, if thence by which (baptism) he has changed his condition, 
and baptized (¢incia) into Christ, has put on Christ.’ Such and 
suchlike passages preclude any other interpretation except that 
which is based in the secondary meaning of tingo, and these 
bring it into intimate relation with fazriZw. It was the common 
opinion of these writers that the water of baptism was not 
‘“‘aqua sola,” mere water, but a new “power,” or ‘‘ quality,” 
analogous to that of a dye, or medicated element, was imparted 
to it adapting to accomplish those transforming results ascribed 
to it. 

This idea is referred to by Rigaltius in a note on the passage 
as explanatory of the language of Tertullian. He says: ‘‘ Nor 
could sins be washed away before Christ had come; because the 
waters themselves had not yet been washed or medicated by the 
baptism of Christ (quia scilicet nec ipse aquze adhuc laverant, 
nondum baptismo Christi medicate fuerant) ; therefore they were 
not yet fit to wash away that kind of uncleanness.”’ 

It is in this idea of the ‘‘ medication ” of the waters of baptism 
that the usage of téngo by Tertullian finds its facile explanation, 
as well as its perfect justification. Neither he nor any other early 
Christian writer shows the remotest sympathy with the modern 
error, that Christian baptism is a dipping into WATER. How they 
used the water has no more concern with the baptism effected, 
than how they used the oil or the spittle. 

Cyrit of Jerusalem, 1078: ‘* Immediately upon entering (aze- 
dbecbe) you put off the tunic; which was an image of despoiling 
the old man with his deeds. Having put it off, you were naked, 
in this, also, imitating the Christ, naked on the cross. ... Oh 
wonderful thing! you were naked before the eyes of all and not 
ashamed.” 1088: ‘* Having been baptized into Christ, and having 
put on Christ, ye became of like form with the Son of God. There- 
fore having became partakers of the Christ (Anointed) you are 
well called Christot (anointed ones), and concerning you God 
says, ‘Touch not my (zprordv) anointed ones.’ Ye have become 
Christoi, having received the antitype” (the oil in baptism) “ of 
the Holy Spirit. And everything has been done to you typically, 
because you are types of Christ. And he, indeed (Aovedpevs) 
having washed in the river Jordan, communicated to its waters 
the fragrance of his divinity.” i ‘ 

This extract from Cyril shows that he believed Christian bap- 

19 
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tism to be “into Christ;” to be productive of a real and power- 
ful effect; that the effect of baptism “into Christ” was to make 
Christoi, just as the effect of putting fleeces of wool into a purple 
dye, is to make purple fleeces ; and that the water of baptism was 
capable of all this, not by its power as aqua sola, but as sharing 
in that divine power communicated to all such water, in common 
with those of the Jordan. 

Bastu M. IIT, 1564: ‘ Being born from above may be deemed 
worthy to be baptized in the name of the only begotten Son of 
God, and of that great gift announced by the Apostle, saying, 
‘As many as have been baptized into Christ, have put on Christ.’ 
It is a necessary consequence that one who is born should be 
(2dbcac0at) clothed. Then (édvedpuevoc) having been clothed upon 
as it were by the Son of God, we become worthy of the perfect 
rank, and are baptized into the name of the Father of our Lord 
Jesus Christ, who, according to the testimony of John, gave 
us power to become the Sons of God” (John 1:12). 

WickuamM (Doctrine of Baptism, London), p. 488, quotes and 
translates Jerome thus: ‘* Our Lord Jesus Christ, who was not so 
much cleansed by the baptism as by his baptism cleansed all 
waters. . . . After he was baptized, and by his baptism had sane- 
tified the waters of Jordan. . . . The Apostle shows how we are 
born the sons of God by the faith which is in Christ Jesus, say- 
ing: ‘For as many of you as are baptized into Christ, have put 
on Christ.’ Now that Christ is a thing to be put on, is proved 
not only from the present passage, but also from another, the 
same Paul exhorting us, ‘ Put ye on our Lord Jesus Christ.’ .. . 
When a man has once put on Christ, and being passed into the 
flame, has been made white with the whiteness of the Holy Spirit, 
it is not perceived whether he is gold or silver. As long as the 
heat thus occupies the mass, there is one color of fire, and every 
diversity of kind, of condition, and of bodies, is taken away by 
a clothing of that sort. For he is neither Jew nor Greek... . 
Since all diversity is taken away by the baptism of Christ and by 
being clothed with him, we are all one in Christ Jesus.” 

These views of Jerome as to the reality and power of “ baptism 
into Christ,” and ‘ putting on Christ,” accord with those of others 
quoted. This baptism is by the Holy Ghost into Curist and not 
anto WATER, bringing all who partake of it under the full influence 
of Christ as Lord and Saviour. 
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Dr. Pusey. 


Dr. Pusey accepts these Patristic views not merely as to results, 
but, also, as to the causes of tlfose results. Quoting (p. 93) 
Chrysostom X, 704, *“* As many as have been baptized into Christ, 
have put on Christ: ‘And why saith he not, As many as have 
been baptized into Christ have been born of God? for so Lad he 
proved more directly that they were sons. He saith this in a way 
much more awfully great. For since Christ is the Son of God, 
and thou hast put him on, having the Son in thyself, and being 
transformed into his likeness, thou hast been brought into one 
kindred and one species with bhim;’ he remarks: ‘St. Paul 
speaks then not of duties, but of privileges, inestimable, incon- 
ceivable, which no thought can reach unto—our union with God 
in Christ, wherein we were joined in Holy Baptism,’ ‘Ye are all 
one in Christ Jesus,’ brings out the more clearly how the being 
‘clothed with Christ,’ is the same as being ‘7n Christ Jesus ;’ are 
in Him, by being clothed upon by Him; .. . for, seeing we are 
in Him, then the putting on Christ is a spiritual reality, the being 
encompassed, surrounded, invested with him, as a body is with a 
garment. .. . So, we see the force of those words by which St. 
Paul so frequently describes our Christian privileges, the being 
‘in Christ.’ ” 

The radical error in this interpretation is the introduction into 
it of a ritual baptism, which has no place in the mind or Janguage 
of Paul. And while the presence of the Holy Spirit is recognized 
and declared to be a sine qua non in order to the spiritual result, 
still, the incorporation of the work of the Holy Spirit with the 
use of the ritual water, is a pure error without support here or 
elsewhere in Scripture. 


“ In. Christ.” 


Attention has been already called to (what Dr. Pusey says is 
of so frequent occurrence in Scripture) ‘‘72 Curist,” as having 
the most intimate relation to “ baptized into Curist.” The phrase 
‘in Christ” is universally regarded as most real, and of the 
deepest spiritual significance. It occurs in the following pas- 
sages: Rom. 6:11, 8:1,12:5, 16:7; 1 Cor. 1:2, 80, 3:1, 4:15, 
15.218, 223.2 Cor. D2AT, 12625 Gall: 22,2 24,47, 05656 2105 
Eph d «1, 3-13; 205.235, £0,133 Phil. doz dj deod 8y495 Coldse:Q} 
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98; 1 Thess. 2:14,4:16; 2 Tim. 3:12; 1 Peter 5210, 145 4 
John 5:20. 

According to the force of BazriZw, as shown by this Inquiry, ali 
who are ‘baptized into Christ,” do, thenceforth, remain ‘in 
Christ,” since this word does not take out what it puts in, but 
leaves its object within what it is placed. And as bearing on this 
point it is deeply interesting and no less instructive, that the 
Scriptures do so constantly represent all Christians without ex- 
ception, both as “baptized into Christ,” and as “IN Ohrist.” 
This is precisely what should he upon our interpretation both of 
the word and of the phrase; and it is precisely what should not 
be according to the word and the phrase as interpreted by the 
theory which makes Christian baptism to be ‘a dipping into 
WATER.” 


Dr. Carson. 


Dr. Carson (p. 213) says: ‘The Apostle does not state the im- 
port of an ordinance of God in Gal. 3:27; he does not allege that 
their submission to baptism was an evidence of putting on Christ, 
for it is not such; but it is a figure of putting on Christ. Some 
of them might not turn out to be real believers, but in their 
baptism they were taken for such.” 

This exposition is purely contradictory to the inspired text. 
Dr. Carson says, ** The Apostle does not state the import of an 
ordinance of God.” The Apostle does declare the *‘import” of 
that of which he speaks, namely, ‘* Baptism into Christ,” and 
declares that it clothes with Christ, and if this is not the *‘ import ” 
of an ‘‘ordinance of God,” then nothing is plainer than that the 
Apostle is not speaking of ‘‘an ordinance of God,” but of some- 
thing which can do what he says it does do. Again; Dr. Carson 
says, ‘The Apostle does not allege that submission to baptism 
was an evidence of putting on Christ; for it is not such.” But 
the Apostle does declare, that to be * baptized into Christ” 1s to 
put on Christ. Then why will Dr. Carson insist upon substituting 
for ‘baptism into Christ,” a “‘ dipping into water,” which cannot 
(according to his confession) clothe with Christ, and thus compel 
himself to contradict the Apostle? Dr. Carson says, ** Baptism 
into Christ” is a ritual ordinance, and nothing but “a figure” of 
putting on Christ. Paul says, “ Baptism into Christ” does, in 
very truth, clothe with Christ, and, therefore, ‘* Baptism into 
Christ” expresses no figure, but the real work of the Holy Ghost. 
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Dr. Carson says, ‘‘Some ‘ baptized into Christ’ might not turn 
out to be real believers,” which indeed is true enough of some” 
dipped into water, but applied to those “ baptized into Christ,” is 
untrue, and flatly contradicts the Apostle who affirms, ‘“‘as many 
as ’—'* whosoever is baptized into Christ, puts on Curist.” 


el¢ Xptotoy éPanticOnte —= Xpratoyv évedicacde. 


The language of the Apostle in this passage is complete as it 
stands. To introduce a ritual ordinance necessitates (as Dr. 
Carson admits) a revolutionary change in the language and in 
the sentiment. Any justifiable interpretation of the language as 
it stands, must affirm what the Apostle affirms, to wit: All BAP- 
TIZED INTO Christ do puT ON Christ, and consequently, that this 
is not ritual baptism, but the baptism by the Holy Ghost. 


svdvonobe Obvapw — BanticOynoca0e cis dbvayw. 


The entire equivalence of “ putting on” (used figuratively) and 
of “baptizing into” (used figuratively) is\farther conclusively 
shown by a comparison of the parallel passages, Luke 24: 49, “I 
send the promise of my Father upon you, tarry ... until (<ddeq00e 
déivayw) ye be endued with power from on high,” and Acts 1: 4, 
5, 8, Wait for the promise of the Father, which ye have heard of 
me.... Ye shall be baptized (faztiaO7cec0e) with the Holy Ghost. 
... Ye shall receive (divayy) power after that the Holy Ghost is 
come upon you. 

As the Apostle expounds baptism into Curist by putting on 
Curist, so the Lord Jesus Christ expounds his promise that the 
Apostles shall be clothed with power for their Apostleship, by the 
Holy Ghost (the promise —the Holy Ghost, Acts 2:33), by re- 
peating that promise, through the same inspired writer, in the 
diverse but equivalent terms, ye shall be baptized into POWER for 
the Apostleship, by the Holy Ghost. 

While the main point is thus conclusively established, there is 
an incidental confirmation of the points: L. ?£y Ivebyate “Aviv used 
with faxtifw (Acts 1:5) is expressive of agency: 2.’£y 1,‘A. must 
be supplied (Luke 24: 49) as the investing, clothing, putting on 
agency, and, also (Gal. 3:27), as the baptizing and putting on 
agency: 3. In this New Testament use fazrélw has no more to do 
with dipping into water, than édvw has to do with putting on a 
coat. 
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BAPTISM OF ISRAEL INTO MOSES TYPICAL OF BAPTISM OF 
CHRISTIANS INTO CHRIST. 


1 CoriINnTHIANS 10:2. 


: aes } rieeabe au 
Kal mdvteg ei¢ tov Moov éBarticavto év Th vedern Kal é 77 Oahdoone 


‘‘ And were all baptized into Moses by the cloud and by the sea.” 


OLD TESTAMENT AND NEW TESTAMENT. a 


Translation. 


The leading recent writers on the subject of baptism are, gen- 
erally, agreed as to the translation of the first clause in this pas- 
sage. 

President Halley, President Beecher, Professor Wilson, Pro- 
fessor Stuart, and others, unite in translating, ‘* Baptized nto 
Moses ;” and, on the other side, Dr. Carson, Professor Ripley, 
President A. Campbell of Bethany, Ingham of England, and 
others, offer the same translation, ‘‘ all were baptized into Moses.” 

There are others, however, who translate, “‘ baptized unto 
Moses.” Among these are Dr. Conant, on the one side, and 
Bishop Ellicott, on the other. Bishop Ellicott (Gal. 3:27) says: 
“* Ganxtifw ets, has two significations, 1, unto; 2, into; the context 
showing whether it means only object, purpose; or union, com- 
munion with.” He thinks that ‘eve Xpcordv, ets tO dvopa, ever im- 
plies.a spiritual and mystical union; while ¢~s uetavotay eis dgeow 
dpapttwy, and eis Mwojy, are necessarily less comprehensive and 
significant.” As to the “ comprehensiveness” (within their sphere) 
of these phrases, there is no difference. They all express com- 
pleteness of influence over their objects. As to “ significance,” 
that does not depend upon the preposition, but upon its regimen. 
A baptism ¢ef¢ petdvocay cannot lose its character as a baptism 
(which it does by the translation unto repentance), because it 
differs in significance from a baptism «tz Xocordy; nor can a bap- 
tism els ages dyaptedy lose its character by conversion into, unto 
the remission of sins, because it differs immensely in significance 
from a baptism sts 7d dvoua tod Hatpos. . . . If a baptism “ into re- 
pentance,” and a baptism ‘into the remission of sins” be considered 
verbally and disconnectedly, their significance is widely diverse ; 
but if they be considered in relation to the gospel system, they 
have an equivalent value and significance. And so, a baptism eis 
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petavotay becomes a baptism ei¢ dgsow dépaptidv; and a baptism els 
agect) becomes a baptism eis Xprotov, and a baptism efs Apeorov 
becomes a baptism efs td dvopa tod Iatpds, xat tod Yiov, xat tov “Aytoo 
Tvebpatos. 

None of these baptisms requires or allows of a change in the 
translation of the preposition. That is a fixed element in such 
phrases. The diversity of significance in such verbally stated hap- 
tisms must always be found in the regimen of the preposition which 
indicates the complement to the idea of the verb. Hence we see, 
that the difference between the baptisms et¢ Mwojy and ets Xororev, 
is not to be sought in a modified use of the preposition (making 
it in the one case unto, and in the other into), but in the essen- 
tial distinction between Moses and Curist. The proper force of 
a baptism into Mosss will differ as boundlessly from a baptism 
into Curist, as Moses the servant differs from Christ THe Lorp. 

The translation of ¢v in the second clause is generally given as 
local, ‘* im the cloud and in the sea,” with an application to the 
Israelites, as indicating the place where, or that in which, Sr 
were baptized. 

There are insuperable difficulties. to such a view: 1. It is con- 
tradictory to the facts. Granting that, without undue violence, 
they might be said to be ‘‘in the sea,” still, there is no violence 
which can locate them “in the cloud.” The conclusion, then, is 
plain ; that the sentiment of the passage cannot turn on the Israel- 
ites being ‘‘in the sea,” for whatever is ‘in the sea,” is also ** in 
the cloud ;” 2. This error, which puts the Israelites “in the cloud 
and in the sea,” is grounded in an antecedent error which makes 
év expository of the idea of fazriZw, while, in truth, ¢v has nothing 
to do with such office, which belongs wholly to eés through which 
the verb exhausts itself. Principle, therefore, joins with fact to 
forbid a local idea being attached to this preposition so far as the 
Israelites are concerned. 

If a local and not instrumental idea be given to éy, its relation 
must be transferred from the Israelites to the power of Jehovah. 
It is a fact, that the power of Jehovah was ‘‘7in the sea,” miracu-, 
lously dividing its waters; and it is a fact, that the power of 
Jehovah was ‘“‘in the cloud,” miraculously dividing out to the 
Egyptians, darkness from the one side, and to the Israelites, light 
from the other side. While the facts forbid that “in the cloud 
and in the sea” should be applied to the Israelites ; the facts de- 
mand that the power of Jehovah should be recognized as alike 
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“in the cloud and in the sea.” And herein we have the clear 
and unquestionable basis for the instrumental translation of this 
preposition. If the power of Jehovah was “in the cloud and in 
the sea,” miraculously employing them in the accomplishment of 
this baptism, then, obviously, they were instrumental agencies ; 
and nothing can be more conformed to the truth than the trans- 
lation, ‘by the cloud and by the sea.”” And this is precisely what 
the exigency of the case demands; the baptism is declared to be 
‘‘¢nto Mosss,” and the agency required for such baptism is now 
furnished in the double miracle, wrought by the power of Jehovah 
through ‘the cloud and the sea,” which so profoundly impressed 
the minds of the Israelites and brought them fully to acknowledge 
the often doubted and questioned mission of Moses, so as to justify 
the declaration that they were now, and thus, baptized into him. 


Interpretation. 


Ambrose, I, 867, says, ‘ Then we read that, in virtute sua magna 
et brachio suo excelso, populum suum de terra Agypti liberavit, 
quando traduxit eum per mare Rubrum, in quo fecit figura bap- 
tismatis.”’ ; 

Ambrose, in this passage, uses, “in virtute sua magna et brachio 
suo excelso,” as Paul uses the corresponding Greek preposition 
in, &y tH vegédy xai &v tH Oakdoon. The Latin “in” becomes instru- 
mental because Jehovah is represented as being “in his great 
strength and in his exalted arm,” and therefore, ‘‘by them he 
delivered his people and led them through the sea.” The ‘ figure 
of baptism” which Ambrose and his associates find in this trans- 
action is very different from that of those who, in these last days, 
make Christian baptism @ dipping, which neither he nor they 
knew anything about. The figure, he says, is in the drowning of 
the Egypt ans and saving the Hebrews, which is “daily shown 
in baptism by the drowning of sin and error, and the saving of 
piety and innocence.” How the power of Jehovah was in the 
divided sea and miraculous cloud Ambrose (III, 393) shows by 
quoting, ‘Thou didst send forth thy Spirit and divided the sea 
for them;” and again (424), ‘The cloud is the Holy Spirit.” 
‘““ By the Holy Spirit and by the water a type of baptism was ex- 
hibited.” IV, 827: “The water saved Israel and slew Pharaoh. 
Baptism saves the likeness of God and destroys the sins which it 
served. The waters, a wall on their right and left, designate our 
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faith which we receive in baptism; our wall defending us from 
enemies visible and invisible.” 

Such interpretation has interest and value as a display of imagi- 
nation; but as for any exegetical value in expounding the ‘ bap- 
tism into Moses,” it must be classed with ‘ grave,” “burial,” 
‘*womb,” * mother,” and “ta dry dip,” as wood, hay, and stubble, 
fit only to be burned. 

Basil M., IV, 124: ‘*The sea and the cloud, induced at that 
time, faith through amazement, but as a type, it signified, for the 
future, the grace that was to come.” 

Basil makes the sea and the cloud agencies accomplishing their 
end by the most overpowering influence. This is shown by the 
-additional statement, ‘* The cloud was a shadow of the gift of the 
Spirit which cools the flame of the passions by mortifying the 
members.” He adds, “tuzzws ets Mwony efaxtiaOnoay they were 
typically baptized into Moses.” 

John of Damascus, I, 261 (Paris, 1712), also, speaks of this 
baptism as accomplished by the sea and the cloud as agencies— 
T6 Ota tis Oakdoons nat tis vegélys. 

Jerome, XI, 745, thus comments: ‘ Ht omnes in Moyse bap- 
tizati sunt.” ‘*In Moyse, qui Christi typum gerebat—Were bap- 
tized into Moses who was a type of Christ.” Jerome believed 
that this baptism was ‘‘znto MosEs” as a type, just as the after- 
baptism was to be ‘*into Curisr” the antitype. 

It is obvious that this interpretation of the baptism “into 
Moses” by these early writers receives its special coloring from 
their peculiar views of Christian baptism, which they regarded as 
herein typified. 

They regarded the Israelites as a type of Christ’s people, and 
Moses as a type of Christ; and as they believed that all his people 
were baptized into Christ through the twofold agency of water 
and of the Holy Spirit, jointly and simultaneously operating, so, 
they believed that all the Israelites were baptized “into Moses” 
through the twofold agency of ‘“‘the sea and the cloud,” repre- 
senting the water and the Spirit; and as they farther believed 
that the effect of the conjoint agency of water and Spirit was to 
destroy sin and to save the soul, so they believed that such effect 
was represented by the destruction of the Egyptians and the sav- 
ing of the Hebrews. As they did not believe that fartito ex- 
pressed a definite act, to dip, there is no attempt to discover, with 
the modern friends of that theory, ‘‘a dry dip” (Carson, p. 120); 


‘ 


298 ° CHRISTIC BAPTISM. 


and as they did not believe that a covering in water was Christian 
baptism, so, there is no attempt to make a covering out of water 
walls (one mile or five miles apart), and a cloud roof which had no 
existence. 

This interpretation, so far as it is limited to the elements in the 
Apostle’s statement, is substantially correct: 1. The subjects of 
this baptism were ‘‘all Israel;’”’ 2. The verbal receiving element, 
into which and under the controlling power of which these subjects 
of this baptism pass, is Moses; 3. The agency effecting this bap- 
tism is the power of Jehovah miraculously operating ‘in the cloud 
and in the sea.” This exhausts the statement of Paul. What is 
more than this is Patrism. 


Dr. Carson and other Baptist Writers. 


Dr. Carson (p. 119) speaks of this baptism and gives the gen- 
erally received view among his friends. As his views have been 
presented and considered in Judaic Baptism (pp. 293-801) they 
will now be only briefly glanced at. He says: ‘“ They (the Israel. 
ites) are said to have been baptized. Therefore there is in their 
passage through the sea something that represents the external 
form and the purpose of Christian baptism. It is, therefore, figu- 
ratively called by the name of the Christian ordinance, because 
of external similarity as well as figuring the same event. The 
going down into the sea, the being covered by the cloud, the issu- 
ing out on the other side, resembled the baptism of believers, 
attested their faith in Moses as a temporal saviour, and figured 
the burial and resurrection of Christ and Christians. The bap- 
tisms of Pentecost and the Red Sea were dry baptisms.” 

1. ‘“*‘ The Israelites are said to have been baptized.” This is a 
repetition of the eliding quotation so frequently met with, and so 
all-essential to the friends of a dipping into waTrER. The Israelites 
are not only said to be “ baptized,” but they are said to be “ bap- 
tized into Moszs.” Now, if ‘* Moses” is water, then it makes no 
difference whether it is said that they were baptized “into water” 
or ‘*¢ into Moses ;” but so long as the babe in the bulrush cradle 
differs from the waters in which he floats, it will be better to take 
the Scripture statement— The Israelites were baptized/ into 
Mosszs.” And with all who understandingly receive this statement 


of inspiration the theory of a dipping into water perishes as abso- 
lutely as Pharaoh in the Red Sea. 
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2. ‘Therefore the passage through the sea represents the ex- 
ternal form of Christian baptism.” This ‘ therefore” is a deduc- 
tion from the baptism into Moses, and has as much logical con- 
nection with it, as, ‘John Smith is like his father, therefore John 
Smith’s horse is like James Jones.” 

It is Dr. Carson and not Paul who says, that this baptism is to 
be found in the passage through the sea, and not in the relation 
established by Jehovah between Israel and Moses. And his reas- 
oning from the baptism into Moses to a resemblance between the 
agency effecting that baptism and the external form of Christian 
baptism is the same as if he should say: ‘‘ Gedaliah was baptized 
into drunkenness by drinking wine; therefore, drinking wine re- 
- sembles the external form of Christian baptism ;” or, ‘‘ Satyrus was 
baptized znto stupor by swallowing an opiate; therefore, swallow- 
ing an opiate is like the external form of Christian baptism.” 

Dr. Carson’s error is a substitution of the agency in effecting a 
baptism for the baptism effected. Dr. Carson farther errs in 
assuming that there is any “external form” in Christian baptism 
arising out of a dipping into water. There is no such language 
in the New Testament as ‘‘ baptizing into, water,” much less dip- 
ping into water. And in a baptism ‘into Curist” there is neither 
“exterior form” nor interior, but a great spiritual result, just as 
there was a grand moral result in the baptism of all Israel] “into 
Moses.” 

3. ‘It’ (the passage) ‘‘is therefore figuratively called by the 
name of the Christian ordinance, because of external similarity.” 

There is not one word in Scripture, Old Testament or New 
Testament, which calls the passage through the sea a baptism. 
There is not one word of Scripture to prove that the term ‘ bap- 
tize,” as used to express the relation between the Israelites and 
Moses, after the double miracle wrought to attest his divine mis- 
sion, was borrowed from ‘ the Christian ordinance.” The essen- 
tial power of the word is its own sufficient vindication. It was 
used by heathen, by Jews, and by Christians with precisely the 
same general force (the specific applications being various, and 
the resultant idea being governed by such specific application) as 
it is here used by Paul. It is not ‘the passage” which is the 
baptism but the condition established in the relation of Israel to 
Moses. 

4. “The going down into the sea, the being covered by the 
cloud, and the issuing out on the other side, resembled the bap- 
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tism of believers; attested their faith in Moses as a temporal 
saviour.” 

This is an attempt to establish a resemblance between some- 
thing and tiothing, except in so far as it may be found in the 
theory of Dr. Carson and his friends. Certainly, in Christian 
baptism there is neither “going down,” nor ‘covering over,” 
nor “issuing out.” If such things be sought for through faztilw 
and its assumed relations and necessities as connected with water, 
the answer is both short and sharp, namely, this: Neither Bancilo, 
nor Pdxtispa, nor sartistys is ever used in the New Testament in 
complementary relation with water; therefore the theory which 
makes Christian baptism a dipping into water, with its going 
down, covering in, and coming up never had any Scriptural ex- 
istence. 

The idea that this passage exemplified “ believers’ baptism ” 
and attested ‘their faith in Moses as a temporal saviour” is, if 
possible, a more absolute myth than the other. It is in the most 
absolute contradiction to the statement of Scripture. Never was 
unbelief in Moses more rampant in Israel, never was their outcry 
against his leadership more loud than in that hour when they 
stood on the shore of the Red Sea. It was to crush out this un- 
belief that Jehovah interposed, and by his power dividing the sea, 
and by his power pouring light upon them and darkness upon the 
Egyptians all night long, and by that same power drowning their 
enemies in the returning waters, he did overthrow their unbelief; 
but it was not overthrown until the passage was completed, and 
“they saw their enemies dead upon the shore,” then, and not till 
then, did they believe in Moses as the Servant of the Lord; and 
then, and not till then, were they baptized into Moses. ‘And 
Israel saw that great work which the Lord did upon the Egyptians ; 
and the people feared the Lord, and believed the Lord, and his 
servant Moses” (Exod. 14:31). 

There is no distinctive feature in ‘+ believer’s baptism” which 
is worth more than this claim for belief on the part of these 
Israelites who come to the water saying to Moses, * Because there 
were no graves in Egypt, hast thou taken us away to die in the 
wilderness? Wherefore hast thou thus dealt with us, to carry us 
forth out of Egypt? Is not this the word that we did tell thee in 
Egypt, saying, Let us alone that we may serve the Egyptians? 
For it had been better for us to serve the Egyptians, than that 
we should die in the wilderness” (Exod. 14:11, 12). 
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It is amusing to hear Dr. Carson appealing to this baptism, in 
which every infant among the millions of Israel shares equally 
with its parents, as a “believer’s baptism.” In conclusion, it 
should be borne in mind that while this baptism was a type (céz0¢ 
1 Cor. 10:6) baptism, it was none the less a real baptism; and it 
is only because it was a real baptism that it is suitable to bea 
type baptism. Moses was a type of Christ, and Israel ‘was a type 
of the church, and the faith of Israel toward Moses, as their 
divinely appointed head, was typical of the faith of the church 
toward her Divine head; and the faith of Israel begotten by the 
mighty power of Jehovah, miraculously working through the cloud 
and the sea as agencies, is a type of the faith of the church be- 
. gotten by the same Divine power working through appropriate 
agencies. The baptism of Israel ‘‘into Moses” was a real bap- 
tism, and directly relates, as a type, to the real baptism ‘into 
Christ ” by the Holy Spirit working faith in the soul, and has no 
relation whatever to Ritual baptism. 

Prof. Ripley gives a substantially correct interpretation of the 
phrase “baptized into Moses,” but afterward disconnects the 
baptism from Moses entirely, and attaches it to the passage 
through the sea as what might, apologetically, be called a baptism. 
He says (p. 100), ‘The language is evidently figurative, and is 

‘intended to represent the Israelites not as being literally baptized, 

but as submitting themselves to the special authority and guid- 
ance of Moses, as Christians, when baptized, submit themselves 
avowedly to Christ. ... A time when they made a very signal 
surrender of themselves to Moses as the servant of God... . By 
baptism Christians avow their confidence in Christ, their choice 
of him, and their subjection unto him in all the offices which he 
sustains.” 

1. “The language is evidently figurative.” Certainly ‘‘ baptized 
into Moses”’ is a figurative expression; but figure is neither fiction 
nor shadow. The profoundest realities may be expressed in fig- 
urative phrase. ‘‘I am the vine; ye are the branches,” is a figura- 
tive phrase; but does it any the less express a profound reality ? 
* Put off Pythagoras” is figure; but does it not express reality ? 
‘¢ Put on Tarquin” is figure; but does it not express a reality in 
which the spirit of Tarquin reigns predominant? ‘* Baptized by 
drunkenness ;” ‘‘ Baptized into insensibility ;” ‘* Baptized into 
impurity,” are all figurative phrases; but do they not all express 
intense realities? How is it, then, that ‘* baptized into Moses ” 
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fails, on the ground of figure, to express that which is most real, 
and in which reality Moses bears the supremacy? But Prof. 
Ripley recognizes a reality which this phrase expresses, and which 
nothing else in the transaction does, to wit, ‘‘ The language rep- 
resents the Israelites as submitting themselves to the special au- 
thority and guidance of Moses.” Now this is the substantial 
reality which is expressed by the phrase “ baptized into Mosss;” 
and if Prof. Ripley would rest in it, and in its logical relations, 
all would be well; but he does not. He allies this baptism “into 
Moses” (which is a profound reality effected in the souls of Israel 
by the power of Jehovah) with a profession of submission to 
Christ made in ritual baptism, which profession may be fact or 
fiction. This cannot be right. This Red Sea baptism is not the 
type of a ritual baptism which has no such controlling reality, 
but of that most real baptism which is the work of the Holy 
Ghost, and baptizes not the body with water nor into water, but 
the soul “into Jesus Christ,” effecting a real change in its condi- 
tion, shown not by a profession, but by a true “submission to the 
authority and guidance” of Jesus Curist. This trath, which is 
the reality expressed by ‘* baptized into Christ,” Prof. Ripley also 
distinctly expresses when he says: ** Christians avow their confi- 
dence in Christ, their choice of him, and their subjection to him, 
in all the offices which he sustains.” When this is done in truth, 
it is done because the soul has been “ baptized into Christ” by 
the Holy Ghost; and the reality consequent upon such baptism 
is, that the soul has put on Christ.” 

If Prof. Ripley would rest in this truth as expository of the 
baptism ‘into Moses,” and of the baptism ‘into Christ,” and as 
exhaustive of that baptism, nothing more could be desired; but 
he either abandons this sentiment as interpretative of the figura- 
tively expressed phrase, or he makes use of the baptism thus 
expressed a@ second time, converting it into the sea passage of the 
Israelites, and a ritual use of water for Christians. This is with- 
out authority from Scripture, and is in itself impossible. 

Alexander Campbell of Bethany (p. 251) says: ‘To baptize 
‘into the remission of sins,’ or ‘énto what were you baptized,’ 
intimates that the subject of that act is about passing into a new 
state, as entering into partnership or entering into marriage in- 
dicates that it is for such purposes the action, whatever it may 
be, is performed.” 

This statement is open to two objections: 1. Ad hominem. No 
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one who says “farriZw has but one meaning, which is a definite 
act to dip,” is justified in saying faxrifw els té carries its object 
“into a new séate.” If I dip an object into water, I do not thereby 
give to such object a status within water. The essential force of 
“dip” forbids this. It necessitates the prompt withdrawal of the 
object. If I dip into mathematics, I do not enter into a new state, 
whose sphere is “mathematics.” Such idea is precluded by the 
literal meaning of dip, which must always be the basis of meta- 
phorical use. The momentary introduction of an object into a 
fluid necessarily begets the idea of a trivial impression upon the 
object dipped. The metaphorical use of dip, consequently, always 
conveys this idea: If I dip into mathematics, into business, into 
"pleasure, into politics, into vice, or into Shakspeare, the idea ex- 
pressed is not that I have passed into a new séate in relation to 
mathematics, business, pleasure, politics, vice, or Shakspeare, but 
that I have come under such influences in a very trivial degree. 
Therefore no one who affirms that @axr’{w means to dip, has a 
right to say “‘ Bazttw eis té intimates the passing into a new STATE.” 
If such meaning (fazreSw—dip) be true, then a baptism eis dgeow 
cannot express a state characterized by ‘‘ remission of sins ;’’ nor 
can a baptism e’s Mwojy express a state characterized by submis- 
sion to the distinctive claims of Moses as a Leader appointed by 
Jehovah; nor can a baptism efs Xptortdy express a state character- 
ized by ‘subjection to him in all the offices which he sustains.” 
But Campbell and Ripley and Carson and Conant admit that such 
is the meaning of these phrases; therefore, faxreSw cannot mean 
to dip, but must mean what this whole Inquiry from first to last 
shows that it does mean, namely, to change the state or condition 
of an object without limitation of time. 1. By withinness which 
does not provide for removal; 2. Without withinness by any act 
or influence competent to effect an analogous change of state or 
condition. | 

2. Ad verum. The second objection relates to the merits of 
the statement—* To baptize into something (ers t/), intimates that 
the subject of that act is about passing into a new state.” 

This statement involves a fallacious double use of baptize 
where it in fact occurs but once, and in its second use is intro- 
duced in an office alien from the first, and with a meaning con- 
tradictory to it. The proof is this: If faxrifw ets tl, @. g., els peta- 
votay, els dpsat, cig Mozy, eis Xptatdv, expresses ‘* the passing into a 
new state,” then it does so by reason of the force of fanrifw els, 
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the nature of the state being denoted by the representative zé. 
This use of faxtiZw is as exhaustive of its function, as in the 
phrases, ‘The cannon-ball was buried into the EARTH, or into the 
SAND, or into the COTTON BALE,” the word ‘ buried ” is exhausted 
by its complementary use with “earth,” “sand,” ‘ cotton bale.” 
But Campbell, and Ripley, and friends, are not satisfied with 
such duty; having used fazriZw in organic relation with eis te 
(= ie Muojyv), it is again introduced, thus: “This phrase inti- 
mates that the subject of that act ?”—what act? That act which 
is in Pantiw els té (= petavoiay, ages, Mwoiyv, Xptotov)? By no 
means; but one wholly diverse, as will appear by bringing to 
light the suppressed phrase fazrtfw eis 6dwp which is represented 
in “that act received by the subject.” The full statement is this: 
“The phrase ‘baptized into remission’ expresses the entrance 
into a new state of remitted sin, and intimates that the subject 
of the act of baptizing into” (‘‘ remission ?”’ no, but into) ‘* water 
(!) enters into a new state” (—of what? of water covering? no, 
but) “tof remitted sin.” This repetition of faxriZw (in wholly new 
and diverse relations, substituting a baptism into water for a 
baptism into Moses, into .Christ, etc.), is too obviously subversive 
of truth, to require its being declared to be without foundation 
in Scripture. It might as well be said, that ‘‘ buried,” in the 
phrase, ‘‘ the cannon-ball was buried into the earth,” refers to and 
expounds the manner of “‘the act” in touching off the cannon. 
This confounding of the act of baptism, as an agency, with the 
baptism, the new state or condition resultant from such act, is 
exhibited in the illustrations of partnership and marriage by which 
Alexander Campbell seeks to vindicate his position. 

He says: ‘ To baptize into remission ” (into Moses) “‘ intimates, 
that the subject of that act is about passing into a new state; as 
entering trio partnership, or entering into marriage, indicates 
that it is for such purposes: the action, whatever it may be, is 
performed.” Now, ‘ entering into” as related to “ partnership ” 
might as well be repeated in “ the action,” and in doing so, you 
might as well substitute, alderman’s office, for ‘* partnership ” 
(covering ‘‘ partnership” and the surreptitiously introduced al- 
derman’s office by the same “entering into”) as to make “ bap- 
tized into” cover both ‘‘ remission” (Moses, etc.), and a surrep- 
titiously introduced pool of water. 

The act of agreement to enter into partnership, or into mar- 
riage, is no more ‘“‘the new state” of partnership or marriage, 
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than is a means its end, or a cause its effect. The miraculous 
division of the sea, and shining of the cloud, and destruction of 
their enemies, were means of baptizing the unbelieving Israelites 
‘into Moses,” thoroughly changing their state of unbelief; but 
these means toward this baptism were not the baptism which 
Jehovah effected through them. 

C. Sroven (Christian Baptism, London), and writers of his 
views generally, fall into the same surreptitious double use of 
faxtiiw. He says (p. 70): ‘ When the nation was baptized, initi- 
ated into Moses, being immersed in cloud and. sea, they entered 
under an authority the exercise of which was destined to secure 
the glory of God to whom they were subject.” 

Here ‘“‘ baptized” is first used to express ‘initiation into”— 
“entering under the atthority of Moses,” which is its proper and 
only function as used by Paul; but after having got such efficient 
service out of it (quite enough for one word), he uses it a second 
time for very different work, to wit, ‘‘immersing all Israel in the 
cloud and in the sea,” of which Paul does not say one word and 
which in itself is most untrue. 

Pror. Wixson, of Belfast, in commenting on this statement (p. 
275) says: ‘This comment presents a very unfavorable view of 
the author’s acquaintance with language and of his power of dis- 
crimination. He first identifies the baptism of the text with 
initiation into Moses; and next he proceeds to apply it, in the 
same occurrence, to a supposed immersion in cloud and sea! In 
expounding the term baptized Mr. Stovel is at liberty to choose 
between iniliated and immersed; but to represent fazxtitw: ag 
standing for both and doing twofold duty, in the same instance, 
is arbitrary and apocryphal. Baptism ‘info Moses’ clearly im- 
plied the acknowledgment of his official claims as a Leader and 
Lawgiver” (p. 308). 

It must be borne in mind that this ‘acknowledgment of the 
official claims of Moses” was not a mere formal, verbal, cere- 
monial acknowledgment; but was bond fide, real, from convinced 
intellect and conscience, the result of divine power (not of sym- 
bolism) applied to their spiritual life through the miracles wrought 
before them and for them. It was, therefore, in its nature essen- 
tially diverse from, and has no direct relation to, Christian ritual 
baptism. , 

The baptism of Israel into Moses, by divine power constraining 
to the true and profound conviction of his mission, is immediately 

20 
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related (as a type) to the baptism of sinners into Christ, by divine 
power constraining to the true and profound conviction of his 
mission as the Redeemer of his people from the bondage of sin 
and.the fear of death. 

On the other hand, Christian ritual baptism neither has nor 
can have any real baptism of its own, but symbolizes that real 
baptism into Christ, which was typified by the real baptism into 
Moses. The reality in the baptism into Christ effected by divine 
power is, the subjection of the soul to Christ and the partjcipa- 
tion in his peculiar benefits ; the primary one of which is, purifica- 
tion by regeneration and remission of sin, which is, therefore, 
made the subject of symbolization by the pure water of the rite. 
And inasmuch as while the phrase baptism into Christ expresses 
the intensest reality, that reality has no connection with an actual 
baptism, or with an actual dipping, or pouring, or sprinkling; 
such things can have no place in the rite save as accidents or as 
matters of will. And in accordance with the truth, that such 
things do not enter into the essence of the rite, there is not one 
word said in Scripture of any of them in the performance of the 
rite. 

Dr. Conant (Meaning and Use of Baprizern, p. 104) says: 
‘“ BAPTIZEIN, by analogy, expressed the coming into a new state 
of life or experience, in which one was, as it were, inclosed or 
swallowed up, so that temporarily or permanently, he belonged 
wholly to it.” . 

If faxrif{w means to dip and has but one meaning, as we are 

told, then it is as impossible that it should have the meaning 
here assigned to it, as that a cradled infant should have the 
strength of the Son of Manoah. 

Particular cases of baptism which are given establish the same 
conclusion: “* Baptism by calamities = swallowed up by them as 
‘by an ingulfing flood.” Is that a dipping? ‘ Baptism by debts = 
owing vast sums and no means of paying them.” Is that a dip- 
ping? “ Baptism by wine = faculties totally overborne and pros- 
trated by it.” Is that a dipping? “ Baptism by sophistries = 
mind wholly confounded by them.” Is that a dipping?) When 
the tip of the finger shall cover the breadth of the Universe, then 
will dip cover such usage of faztifw. 

The statements of Dr. Conant are perfectly true, and because 
they are true, they prove the theory which ascribes to this word 
“a dipping and nothing but a dipping,” to be untrue. 
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Another statement of Dr. Conant is both true and important: 
“The relation in which BaprizeIn was used associated with it, 
for the time being, the ideas peculiar to that relation.” Thus, 
when it was associated, in Classic Greek, with human beings and 
water, it secured to itself the idea of drowning ; when associated 
with wine, that of drunkenness; when associated by Jews with 
their religious rites, that of ceremonial purification ; and when 
associated by inspired writers with great doctrinal truths, such 
as els petavotav, el¢ dgeatw dyaptwy, cig Xprotéy, involving repent- 
ance and faith, pardon and salvation, it became, thenceforth, asso- 
ciated through the ages with the ideas of SPIRITUAL PURIFICATION. 


Halley and Others. 


PRESIDENT Hatiey (p. 371) says: ‘The baptism was into 
Moses, the syntax corresponding with the baptism into Christ; 
and immersion is just as much and as little implied in the one 
phrase as in the other.” 

PresipenT Brecuer (p. 112) says: “Baptism into Moses 
neither denotes Christian baptism nor external baptism. The 
children of Israel were delivered from Pharaoh and united to 
Moses as a Leader and Saviour, by the cloud and the sea. Moses 
was a type of Christ, therefore, the name of the antitype is 
thrown back upon this transaction and it is called a baptism into 
Moses.” 

A more comprehensive reason for the use of farxtifw to express 
the relation of Israel to Moses, and one which includes its use in 
expressing the relation of his people to Christ, as well as every 
other case of like syntactical use, whether in the Scriptures or 
out of the Scriptures, is this, namely, the fitness of this word to 
express the communication of the characteristics of its comple- 
mentary word in pervading and controlling influence, to the 
object of the baptism, whatever that may be. 

This element of interpretation expounds every case of this 
usage (inspired or uninspired) as satisfactorily as it does exhaus- 
tively. 

Bishop Pearce (Commentary) says: ‘¢They were baptized 
(not unto Moses, as our English version has it, but) nto Moses, 
2. €., into that covenant and into those laws which Moses delivered 
to them from God.” 

AxcHBiIsHop NewoomeE says: “ They were figuratively and typi- 
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cally baptized; they were led to acknowledge the divine mission 
of Moses through those miracles, expressive of baptism.” 


The Hebrew of Moses and the Greek of Paul. 


The statement by Paul, ‘“ All our fathers were baptized into 
Moses by the cloud and by the sea” is evidently the statement 
of a result effected through the cloud and the sea. Moses, also, 
makes a statement of the result of this divine interposition 
through these great agencies. His language (Hxod. 14: 8J) is 
this: ‘‘ And Israel saw that great work which the Lord did upon 
the Egyptians: and the people feared the Lord, and believed the 
Lord, and his servant Moses.” 

Are these summings up by Moses and Paul related to each 
other? Are they related to each other as purposed statements 
of the final issue of the same facts? If so, do their statements 
accord with each other ? 

We take the affirmative of these questions nee: say, that Moses 
in Exod. 14:31, and Paul in Corinthians 10: 2,-refer to the same 
facts, state the result of those facts, and that the result stated, in 
both cases, is the same under diversity of words. 

The Hebrew word 18 in the passage (Exod. 14:31) just quoted, 
is translated ‘ believed,” and is defined by Gesenius as follows: 
to prop, to stay, to suppori—to lean upon, to build upon, to stand 
Jirm—to trust—to confide in, to believe. 

These last, to trust, to confide in, to believe, are secondary mean- 
ings derived from the primary and literal meanings, ‘o prop, to 
stay, to support. So, to influence controllingly, to make thor- 
oughly subject to any influence, penetrating, pervading and 
assimilating in its nature, to change condition completely by such 
influence without envelopment, are secondary meanings of faz- 
ticw derived from the primary and literal meaning to merse ; to 
imtuspose within any element without limitation of time. 

Now, this Hebrew word evidently teaches us, that the Israelites 
having been wavering, unstable, and unreliable in their relations 
to Moses, were made (as a result of the miracles which they had . 
witnessed) to trust, to confide in,-to believe upon him, with a con- 
fidence second only to that cherished toward Jehovah himself, 
whose minister and representative they now fully believe him to 
be. In other words we are taught that the moral condition and 
relation of Israel toward Moses is radically changed, so that his 
influence over them is thoroughly controlling. 
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What, now, does the Greek word teach us? Clearly this: the 
Israelites having been out of Moses through unbelief in his mis- 
sion and thus beyond the control of his influence, they are (by 
the stupendous miracles wrought by Jehovah in attestation of 
that mission) thoroughly convinced of its divine origin and author- 
ity and submit themselves to it, passing from their outstanding 
position ‘‘into Moses,” so coming, in the most strongly expressed 
terms, under his thoroughly controlling influence. 

And between these diversely originating conceptions—firmly 
standing by and thoroughly obedient to a man. through profound 
conviction of his divine mission, and, entering into a@ man so as 
to be pervaded by, subjected to, and animated with his spirit— 

‘what is the difference? 

The Greek word is not a translation of the Hebrew word; but 
the same independent Spirit, which spake alike through Moses 
and through Paul, has presented the same substantial trath under 
phrases widely diverse in their origin and in their individual sig- 
nificance. Which is the more impressive form of statement none 
will care to inquire while both equally vindicate the truth and the 
riches of wisdom flowing through all the utterances of ‘holy men 
of old who spake as they were moved by the Holy Ghost.” 

This parallelism of sentiment, developed under diversity of ex- 
pression, is too remarkably related to another fact related to this 
Inquiry, not to be reminded of it. I refer to the fact that the 
Syriac translation of the New Testament (one of the earliest and 
best) uniformly translates faxriSw by a word which is closely re- 
lated (in general significance) to the Hebrew word used by Moses, 
and is represented with great fidelity by the Hebrew V2?. This 
last word is thus defined by Gesenius: to stand, to stand by or for 
any person, fo stand firm, to stand to tt, to stand up, to make stand, 
to establish. Dr. Murdoch, the translator of the Syriac New Tes- 
tament, says, ‘that the Syriac word used for Baptism properly 
signifies to stand up, to stand firm, to stand erect and stable, like 
pillars.” It is obvious that between this Syriac word which is 
always used for fazrilw (and meaning to stand up, to stand firm) 
and the Hebrew word in Exod. 14:31 (meaning to prop, to stand 
firm) for which Paul substitutes faxtw, there is a common ele- 
ment which would well allow their common use to express the 
same or an equivalent thought. And herein may be the explana- 
tion of that deeply interesting fact in the Syriac translation. 
This point will receive farther attention hereafter. 
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By the language of Moses, and by every other consideration, 
the conclusion is established, that the baptism of Israel into Moses 
expresses their FULL SUBJECTION to his controlling influence. \ 





BAPTISM INTO PAUL REJECTS CHRIST CRUCIFIED FOR US. 


1 CoriInTHIANS 1: 13, 15. x 


Hic 70 dvoua IlavdAov éBarriobyte ; 
"Iva ph tic ein bre ei¢ TO éudv bvoua éBartica, 
‘‘ Were ye baptized into the name of Paul? 
“« Lest any one should say that IJ had baptized into my own name,” 


Translation. 


Professor Schaff (Revision of N. T., p. xxxi) says: Matt. 28: 
19 “baptizing in the name,” is an error of translation. So, also, 
1 Cor. 1:13 “in the name of Paul;” and Acts 8:16 “in the 
name of the Lord Jesus;” also, Acts 19:5 *“* were baptized in the 
name of the Lord Jesus.” This error arises from the translation 
of the Vulgate “7 nomine.” Tertullian had it correctly “in 
nomen.” In other passages, viz., Rom. 6:3, 4 into; 1 Cor. 10: 
2 unto; 1 Cor. 12:13 into; Gal. 3: 27 into; Acts 19:3 unto. 

_ A fuller investigation will, I think, result in making the trans- 
lation of Baxrifw els (in all cases where the preposition points to 
the complement of the verb) uniformly * baptized into.” Neither 
the demands of the verb nor the significance of the phrase can be 
reached in any other way. 

The doctrine of Bloomfield (Ephes. 3:19), ‘Eis is put for év 
than which nothing is more frequent in Scripture,’ once quite 
prevalent, is now generally abandoned. “Tt is altogether im- 
probable that in clearly conceived doctrinal statements, the A pos- 
tles would have employed 2 for e/¢ or ets for &, so as to perplex 
the reader” (Winer, p. 417). This point is of special importance 
on the subject of New Testament baptism, in treating of which 
these prepositions are almost exclusively used by the inspired 
writers, and always used with the most persistent discrimination ; 
efg pointing out invariably the receiving element (in the New Tes- 
tament always ideal) into which the baptized object (verbally) 
passes ; and 2v as invariably (when used at all) pointing out the 
means (efficient or symbol) by which such baptism is effected. 
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Mark 1: 9 is no exception to the former statement; because the 
ets of that passage is due to 7Aéev and not to éfantioé; nor is Acts 
10: 48 an exception to the second statement; the é¢ which there 
occurs is related to zpocséta&é and not to faxticbjva. I know of 
no other cases which have even the appearance of exception. 

The statement of this passage, then, by the force of its terms, 
is, ‘*‘ Were ye baptized into the name of Pauu?” ‘ Lest any one 
should say, that I had baptized ento MY OWN NAME;” and any ex- 
position which would convert these statements into a dipping into 
WATER would establish an expository model such as has not been 
since exegesis had its birih. 


Heposition. 


The force of this phrase, ‘ Baptized into the name of Paul,” is 
precisely the same (so far as faztlw eis is concerned) as in every 
other like phrase; the difference of value in such phrases depend- 
ing always and only upon the word which is complementary of 
the idea of the verb. If we take bunches of cotton and put them 
severally into water and oil and ink (black, red, green, or blue), 
what constitutes the difference of value in these phrases? Is it. 
not just the difference which exists between water, oil, and ink 2. 
And is not this difference revealed in the different effect produced 
upon the several bunches of cotton, the one made wet, another 
made greasy, and others made black, or red, or green, or blue? 
In precisely the same manner is indicated the difference between 
the phrases baptized into sleep, into insensibility, into repentance, 
into remission of sins, into Moses, into Paul, into Curist. ‘‘ Bap- 
tized into” is common to them all, and has precisely the same 
force in all. The differentiz are sleep, insensibility, repentance, 
remission of sins, Moses, Paul, and Curist. And just as these 
differ from each other, and just as their controlling power over 
the objects submitted to the full influence of their distinguishing 
characteristics differ from each other, just so much, no more no 
less, do these baptisms differ from each other. 


Baptism into Menander ; into Donatus. 


Irenzus (673) says that the impostor Menander, successor to 
Simon the Magician, represented the benefits flowing from the 
acceptance of. his teachings as a baptism into himself: “ Resur- 
rectionem enim: per id, quod est in eum baptisma, accipere ejus 


. 
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discipulos, et ultra non posse mori, sed perseverare non senes- 
centes et immortales—For by that baptism which is into him, 
his disciples would receive the Resurrection so that they could 
not die, but would live without growing old and immortal.” 

Augustine (IX, 381) charges, Petilian and his friends with bap- 
tizing into Donatus (in Donati aut in nostro nomine baptizati 
sumus); not because they used such formula of words, but be- 
cause they came so thoroughly under his controlling influence 
that they adhered to him and his errors, abandoning the truth 
and the church. 

Origen (IV, 276) says: ‘All Israel was baptized into Joshua 
by the miraculous passage of the Jordan. Paul might say of 
this, I do not wish you, brethren, to be ignorant that all our fathers 
passed through the Jordan (ded tod *Jopddvov) and all were baptized 
into JOSHUA (eis */yaodv) by the Spirit and the river (2v ro Ivedpare 
zat xutay@).” And in this statement we have conclusive proof 
that the Red Sea baptism was znto Moses and by the cloud and 
sea, and not ‘a dry dip,” since here there is no chance of a dry 
dip between water walls and cloud roof. But if this was a bap- 
tism of ‘all Israel into Joshua,” by the Spirit and the miraculously 
arrested flowing of the river, then the other was a baptism into 
Moses by the power of Jehovah exerted through “the cloud and 
the sea.” Moses and Joshua were divinely appointed leaders of 
Israel; each was, in his peculiarity, a type of Christ, and the 
thorough submission of Israel to their leadership and influence, 
induced by the miraculous intervention of Jehovah, is described 
by Paul in the one case, and by Origen in the other, as a baptism 
into Mosss, and a baptism into JosHua. 

Menander, Donatus, and Paul, were all teachers (although of 
widely diverse doctrine), and the reception of them as leaders and 
teachers, above all others, is described as being baptized into 
Menander, Donatus, and PAuwt. 

AmBroseE (IV, 187) says: ‘*‘Aut in nominine Pauli baptizati 
estis?’? If believing (in Christum baptizamur) we are baptized 
into Christ, that (in nomine ejus justificemur) we may be justified 
by his name, why is it that we make men the authors of this 
faith?” Ambrose teaches clearly that it is baptism “into Christ” 
which gives a right to his name, and to:the righteousness which 
comes through that name, and not by a dipping into water; and 
also that a baptism into Paul, or into Cepbas, or into Apollos, 
would make these men “the authors” of our hopes. 
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He farther says (v. 13, Comm.): “The Corinthians began 
(subjict) to be made subject to the names of different heretics, 
so that men were seen to be venerated in the stead of Christ.” 
Ambrose here uses “ subjici” as a substitute for, and the equiva- 
lent (measurably) of Sazzifw els, as expressing subjection = under 
controlling influence. Sub-jacio to lie under, to be subject to, and 
divers other forms of speech, as well as ‘ baptized into,” readily 
develop in forms of expression denoting controlling influence. 


Analogous Figure. 


While the Greek very frequently uses fazti{w to express the 
controlling influence of one thing over another thing by the com- 
munication to it of its quality (on the basis of a porous substance 
put within a fluid having some distinguishing quality, and com- 
municating that quality by penetrating and pervading such sub- 
stance), it is not common to express by this word the controlling 
influence of one person over another person by a verbal form sug- 
gestive of a like source of influence. There is no reason in the 
nature of the case why such statement should not be made; but 
the form of statement has remarkable boldness, while it has, also, 
an exhaustive power of expression. It appears for the first time 
in the New Testament, and is there first applied to the return of 
a revolted world to subjection and allegiance to the living God, 
which is expressed as a baptism “into THE NAME Of the FATHER, 
and of the Son, and of the Hoty Guost.” It is afterward applied 
to sinners, guilty and perishing, as made partakers of remitted 
sin and a regenerated nature through Christ, stated as a baptism 
‘“into the Name of the Lorp Jesus.” We have, also, the baptism 
of Israel into MosEs as a type of Christ. We have, also, the 
statement of a baptism “into the name of Paul,” in order to show 
and to express with the deepest condemnation the sin of the 
Corinthians in faltering in that sole and supreme dependence 
which was due to Christ. 

While this form of speech is pre-eminent for boldness of con- 
ception, and capability for giving expression to the profoundest 
thought, the same general idea of controlling influence is expressed 
by other forms of speech originating in a different class of facts 
Among these is the statement of complete influence grounded in 
the filling a vessel to its utmost capacity: ‘ We will fill ourselves 
with strong drink” (Is. 56:12); ‘I will fill the inhabitants with 
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drunkenness” (Jer. 13:13); (the same as fePanteopévoy bro péOne, 
baptized by drunkenness, Josephus) ; ‘full of wisdom ;” * full of 
indignation ;” ‘full of hypocrisy ;” ‘full of subtilty.” The figure 
is bolder when the filling, and consequent influences, is that of 
persons. “If first I be somewhat filled with you” (sua éprdyo0@) 
(Rom. 15:24). This figure is so bold that our translation has 
modified it into “filled with your company.” But the same figure, 
in a more fully sustained form, is presented by Pope, ‘I am too 
full of you not to overflow upon those I converse with.” Here is 
fulness and its controlling influence. ‘‘ Why hath Satan filled thy 
heart to lie to the Holy Ghost?” (Acts 5:3.) ‘*The best com- 
mentators seem agreed that ‘to fill the heart of any one’ is a 
Hebrew form of expression signifying to impel, to incite, to em- 
bolden, to persuade any one” (BLOOMFIELD). ‘To take possession 
of ; enkjodqy to be filled with, t.e., to be wholly occupied with, To 
BE WHOLLY UNDER THE INFLUENCE OF anything ; mertAnowpevovusg 
nopveta ‘filled with (= wholly under the influence of) fornication’ ” 
(Rom. 1:29) (Rosinson, Lex.). Compare with zedypwpédvoug 
mopveta the parallel phrase e’s xopyetay Banttfover (CLEM. ALEX.) ; 
and can any one doubt that these phrases (starting from the 
diverse points of fulness and withinness) do meet together in the 
same ultimate conception, to wit, ‘to be wholly under the influence 
of? FORNICATION? ‘To be filled with fornication,” and ‘to be 
baptized into fornication,” is a diversity of form expressive of 
unity in effect. Hence we have additional proof of the correct- 
ness of the ‘conclusion ” in Classic Baptism, that the secondary 
use of faxt(Sw expresses to be wholly under the infiuence of any- 
thing, which conclusion was established in Judaic Baptism, with 
specific application to ceremonial purification; and exemplified 
in Johannic Baptism as bearing on spiritual purification; and is 
now shown to be its exclusive use in Christian Baptism as related 
to the righteousness, the atonement, and the reconciliation of 
Christ, in their bearing upon his redeemed people: 1. Really, by 
the Holy Ghost; 2. Symbolly, by ritual water. Satan is “the 
Father of lies,” and when he fills the heart his influence is shown 
by lies. ‘TI have filled him with the Spirit of God” (Exod. 31:3); 
“filled with the Spirit” (Ephes. 5:18); “filled with the Holy 
Ghost” (Acts 4:8); ‘¢men full of the Holy Ghost” (Acts 6:3) 
=‘ Completely animated and supported by the influence of the 
Holy Ghost” (BLOOMFIELD). This figure, by which controlling 
influence is expressed by fulness, is more common and less im- 
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pressive than that which is derived from putting one thing within 
another thing, especially one person within another person; but 
while differing in their origin, and in shades of significance, as 
well as the measure of their power, still they are entirely analo- 
gous as to their general end, namely, giving expression to a con- 
trolling influence. When Peter, at Pentecost, denied that he and 
his associates were “full of new wine,” and thus under its influ- 
ence — “ drunken,” declaring that he and they were “ fuil of the 
Holy Ghost,” being ‘ baptized by the Holy Ghost,” according to 
the promise of the Saviour and the prophecy of Joel, he admits 
that he and they are under some controlling influence; but he 
denies that it is such as comes from the fulness of wine, and 
‘affirms that it is such as comes from the fulness, or the baptism, 
of the Hoty Guost, which terms, as expressive in general of con- 
trolling influence, are entirely equivalent expressions. 

And as the verb to baptize has here (according to universal 
admission) nothing to do with effecting a baptism into water, so 
it has just as little to do with any such thing anywhere else in the 
New Testament. A baptism ‘into Christ”? has no more to do 
with a baptism into water, than has a heart “full of Satan” to do 
with a heart full of water. A baptism “into Paul” has no more 
to do with a baptism into water, than Paul’s being ‘filled with 
his friends” at Rome has to do with his being filled with the 
water of the Tiber. The water in ritual baptism no more depends 
for its manner of use upon fazrilw, than does the face depend for 
its reflection from a mirror, upon that mirror being in its form a 
circle, an oblong, or a square. These two things (fancifw and 
the manner of using the water) no more stand, in Scripture, con- 
joined with each other by grammatical or logical relation, than 
do the earth and the moon stand in creation conjoined by a sus- 
pension bridge. 
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BAPTISM INTO CHRIST INVOLVES THE ASSURED HOPE OF 
RESURRECTION AND ETERNAL LIFE. 


1 CorinTHiANs 15: 29. 
Ti rovhoovow of Barrilouevas irép TOV vEeKpOr, ei bAwE VEKpoi OvK EyEipoVTat. 


‘What shall they do who are baptized over the dead, if the dead rise 
not at all? why, then, are they baptized over the dead?” 


The Baptism. a 


The embarrassment in the interpretation of this passage does 
not arise so much from difficulty in determining the nature of the 
baptism, as in determining the nature of the relation between the 
baptism and té@y vexpdy. 

There is no reason, so far as I am aware, for referring this 
baptism to that which is effected by the Holy Spirit. There is 
no aspect in which such baptism brings into relation with ‘ the 
dead.” 

There is no sufficient reason for identifying this baptism with 
the baptism of “suffering.” Such baptism has no place in the 
New Testament except in connection with the atoning sufferings 
of Christ. There is, indeed, mention of suffering in the context, 
but not so as to identify it with this baptism. 

We must accept it as referring to ritual baptism received in a 
time of persecution, when, as stated in the immediately succeed- 
ing verse, the life of an avowed Christian was ‘‘in jeopardy every 
hour.” 


“Yxép tov vexp@y. 


The precise relation between this baptism and ‘the dead” 
may be due to some local historical fact, not fully stated and 
which may, now, be forever beyond our reach. The form of the 
phraseology faxriw bzép does not originate in the verb and must 
be due to some cause independent of it. 

The burden of the context, preceding and succeeding, is the 
resurrection of the dead and eternal life through the Lord Jesus 
Christ as assured doctrines of Christianity; in immediate con- 
tact with this baptism dzép vezp@v we have a statement that Chris- 
tians are hourly in peril of death; and the last verse of the 
chapter exhorts to steadfastness and unmovableness amid en- 
compassing dangers. While the argument of the Apostle de- 
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velops a great and universal truth of Christianity, still, it is evi- 
dent that it has a local coloring from facts then existing at 
Corinth. And our interpretation of the language so far as it is 
due to those facts cannot be more certain than is our knowledge 
of those facts. I have no certain, detailed knowledge of them 
and can, therefore, offer no certain interpretation. So far as the 
facts appear to be known they seem to justify an interpretation 
like this: 1. bx&p tay vexpav over the dead; Why are Christians 
baptized into Christ, who teaches that trials and martyrdom 
await his disciples, and who have the dead of all generations 
buried beneath their feet declaring the end of man in this world, 
unless they believe and have conclusive evidence of a resurrec- 
tion of the dead and of a blessed immortality through Christ ? 

The assumption of the badge of Christianity which exposes 
‘every hour” to death reveals a faith in a resurrection which out- 
weighs all appeal to “the dead ” as evidence against it; or, 

2. toy vexody * the dead ;” may refer definitely to some Christians 
who had been slain at Corinth, and immediately thereupon others 
had been baptized, if not literally over, yet so as to justify the 
statement that their baptism was ‘‘ over the dead” martyrs. 

All so baptized could only expect to be slain in like manner; 
therefore the fitness of the inquiry, ‘* What shall such des if there 
be no resurrection ?” or, 

3. If such interpretation should be thought questionable on the 
ground of (a generally admitted) exclusive metaphorical use of 
dzép in the New Testament, then, it may be understood as mean- 
ing for, in the stead of, ‘‘ the dead” slain before their eyes, or, 
day by day, far and wide, because they were Christians. 

.To join the band of Christians at such a time by baptism, was 
to step into the place of newly fallen martyrs and to confront 
that death which they had met. 

Such action might well elicit the inquiry, Why do men thus 
give themselves to death, filling up the places of the slain, unless 
they believe and do know that in that Christ, into whom they are 

baptized, they shall have a resurrection from the dead ? 

Again repeating, that so far as the baptism is concerned, there 
is no special difficulty ; but so far as the relation of the baptism 
to “the dead” is concerned there is difficulty, because of the want 
of definite historical knowledge; I offer these interpretations as 
what may be in the direction of and proximate to the truth. 


x 
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BAPTISM INTO CHRIST INCLUDES AND CREATES UNITY AMONG 
ALL SO BAPTIZED. 


1 ConrnrHians 12: 138. 
"Ey évt Ivetpare jucic mavrec sic év cGpa éBanricbnper. 


“By one Spirit have we all been baptized into one body.”” _ 


Translation. 


"Ey &% Ivebpatt. By one Spirit is accepted as the translation 
of this phrase by parties of diverse views on the subject of bap- 
tism. Not only does Dr. Carson accept the common English 
Version, but the Baptist Version, and the Christian (Campbellite) 
Baptist Version (by Anderson) ; it is also accepted by Alexander 
Campbell, himself; Luther in his Version translates by durch ; 
Murdoch’s Version from the Syriac has ‘by one Spirit ;”? Com- 
mentators and Scholars, generally, agree in this translation. It 
is not merely in this passage that év Ilveduate is translated ‘ by 
the Spirit,” but this accord extends to v. 3 where it appears twice, 
“ speaking (2) by the Spirit of God,” ‘“‘can say (2v) by the Holy 
Ghost ;” also, v. 9, twice, ‘to another (¢v) by the same Spirit ;” 
thus, in one chapter, we have that phrase which the friends of 
dipping in baptism have insisted upon being translated as the 
receiving element, and refused to regard as indicative of agency, 
acknowledged to be used jive times instrumentally; and this 
when appearing in its accustomed relation to baptism. 

It is obvious that such concession bears weightily not to say 
controllingly, on the translation and interpretation of this same 
phrase in relation to the same subject, elsewhere. 

It cannot be said, that a difference is determined here by the 
use of d:d and zara, in connection with ¢, communicating to it 
their distinctive meanings. For each preposition retains its own 
peculiarity while uniting in a common issue to which each com- 
municates its own specialty of coloring. Therefore Winer (p. 
419) says, ‘‘In the parallel clauses in 1 Cor. 12:8, 9, spiritual 
gifts are referred, by the use of d:d, zatd, 2, to the Ivedpya from 
which they all originate: dca, designates the Spirit as mediate 
agent; xava, as disposer; é, as container.” Thus while each 
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word has its own distinctive significance, all unite in indicating 
the Jlvetva as possessing influential power, and thus lay a basis 
for the translation “by” as common to them all. Therefore 
Winer (p. 389) says, ‘* When 2v and é:a are joined together in the 
same sentence, ocd expresses the external means, while é& points 
to what was wrought im or on one’s person, and as it were cleaves 
to him.... Such passages show that both prepositions are 
identical as respects the sense.” 


The Ground of the use of 2v Ivebpatt in Baptism. 


It is admitted that 2 & Ivedyat: in this passage, is indicative 
of agency (as truly as dra, or xara) and at the same time indicating 
such agency as originates in withinness. This aspect of agency 
or influence is profoundly characteristic of the New Testament, 
especially of that which is divine in its character. It is in this 
aspect that the Holy Spirit always appears as the Agent in bap- 
tism. While Christ is declared to be the Baptizer he is declared 
so to be on the ground that he, himself, is “tin the Holy Spirit,” 
and thus invested with the power of the Spirit, does baptize by 
the Spirit. John’s prophetic announcement (Matt. 3:11) that 
*‘ He should be éy Ilvedpare ‘Ay(w in (= invested with the power 
of) the Holy Ghost,” was verified when (v. 16) the Spirit of God 
descended upon him; and John was able to verify his own 
prophecy: ‘And John bare record, saying, I saw the Spirit de- 
scending from heaven, like a dove, and it abode upon him. He 
that sent me to baptize with water, the same said unto me, Upon 
whom thou shalt see the Spirit descending, and remaining on him, 
the same is he which baptizeth with the Holy Ghost ” (John 1: 32, 
33). To convert this statement into a declaration, that Christ 
should baptize in the Holy Ghost, that is, as we are told, should 
on two occasions (at Pentecost and Cesarea) confer certain 
miraculous endowments, is as vapid and incredible in itself, as it 
is opposed to the whole course of Scripture prophecy, history, 
and forms of language. 

The descent of the Holy Spirit on any one (in Old Testament 
or New Testament) is invariably to confer some gift and to qualify 
for some duty. It was so in this case. And from this moment, 
and in all his utterances and acts even until ‘he (dca Ivebpatog 
aiwvéos) through the eternal Spirit offered himself without spot to 
God” on the Cross, he was ever ‘in the Holy Ghost.” That this 
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descent was personal to Christ, and the prophetic anointing for 
his work (Is. 61:1) is evident from the declaration of John, 
“‘God giveth not the Spirit by measure unto him” (John 3: 34), 
and from his own declaration (Luke 4:18), ‘The Spirit of the 
Lord is upon me;” also, from the declaration immediately after 
the descent of the Spirit (Matt. 4:1), ‘* Then was Jesus led up 
(5x0) by the Spirit into the wilderness ;” also (Luke 4:14), ‘‘ And 
Jesus returned from the wilderness (2v) im the power of the 
Spirit;” and, again, from his own declaration (Matt. 12: 28), “If 
I (2) en the Spirit of God, cast out devils ;” if, now, to this be 
added the historical narrative of the execution of this baptism in 
that case related in Acts 2: 33, ‘*‘ Having received of the Father 
the promise of the Holy Ghost, he hath shed forth this, which ye 
now see and hear,” the proof is absolute, that @ t@ Lvedyate re- 
lates to the personal condition of the Lord Jesus, as qualifying 
Him to baptize others by the Holy Ghost imparted unto them. 

All of which is grammatically confirmed by the presence (actual 
or by ellipsis) of both & and «fs in New Testament baptisms; 
under which circumstances no example can be found in which & 
indicates the complement of Gazz:Zw ; nor yet when it stands alone, 
fulfilling this office with the active form of the verb. 

The ground of the use of 2 r@ Ivedpate (as also of & Xprotw in 
Curist) ‘¢2n THE Spirit,” is the influence inseparable from within- 
ness, where one thing is enveloped in another thing. Generally it 
is the inclosing substance that influences the inclosed; some- 
times it is the reverse, as where ‘‘a little leaven is hid in three 
measures of meal.” Both forms of influence are freely used in 
Scripture. Christians are said to be in Curist and Christ in 
them ; ‘* There is no condemnation to them that are (2) in Christ 
Jesus” (Rom. 8:1); ‘* Christ (2v) in you the hope of glory.” So, it 
is said of the Spirit; “If the Spirit of God dwell in you” (Rom. 
8:9), * For David said (& t@ [het pate to “Aytw) in the Holy Ghost” 
(Mark 12:36). This withinness is for the sake of influence. “If 
the Spirit of him that raised up Jesus from the dead dwell in you, 
he that raised up Christ from the dead, shall quicken, also, your 
mortal bodies (dca) by his Spirit that dwelleth in you.” 

There are some who prefer translating ‘‘ For in one Spirit are 
we all baptized into one body.” This is not objectionable so long 
as vis regarded as pointing out the origin and thus indicating 
the baptizing power; but if it should be used to indicate (against 
efs) the ideal element of the baptism, it must be rejected. 
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Interpretation. 


Dr. Pusey (p. 166) says: “For, in one Spirit were we all bap- 
tized into one body,’ showing that to be baptized into Christ is to 
be baptized in the One Spirit; and neither is the baptism of 
Christ without the Spirit, nor is there a baptism of the Spirit 
without the baptism instituted by Christ. ... There is no dis- 
tinction, as if some were baptized into ‘the outward body of pro- 
fessing believers,’ as men speak, others into the invisible and 
mystical body of Christ, the true Church; some baptized with 
water, others with the Spirit ; we were all, St. Paul says, ‘baptized 
into one body in One Spirit ;? so then, if any had not been bap- 
tized in the One Spirit, neither would they have been of the one 
body.” 

Dr. Pusey employs the phrase, “the baptism of Christ” to 
denote ritual baptism with water. This is unscriptural. ‘The 
baptism of Christ” can, scripturally, denote nothing but that 
baptism which is effected by the Holy Ghost and the administra- 
tion of which is limited to Christ—‘ He that cometh after me is 
mightier than I, he shall baptize you with the Holy Ghost.” The 
Lord Jesus Christ is especially declared in Scripture never to 
have baptized with water. It was wholly foreign from his char- 
acter to act through shadows and symbols. His acts and his 
gifts were realities. The ritual use of water was but a symbol of 
the baptism by the Holy Ghost. So John declares by the great 
gulf by which he separates them; and so Christ declares by re- 
serving to himself the one and committing to his disciples the 
other. But these Dr. Pusey confounds; while the teaching of 
Scripture and the facts of their administration prove them to be 
wholly distinct. While Dr. Pusey conjoins what the Scriptures 
separate; he separates what the Scriptures conjoin. He divides 
the baptism under consideration into two, by converting the 
agency (<y & Ilebpaze) into a distinct baptism. There is nothing 
said about two baptisms; but “all being in” (— under the influ- 
ence of) ¢One Spirit, are,” thereby, ‘ baptized into one body.” 

The introduction of ritual water is without authority by any 
word of Scripture, and is, as much, without need from the nature 
of the case; the Holy Spirit alone being entirely competent to 
effect the baptism announced without any co-operating influence 
of water. 
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Dr. Carson says: “In 1 Cor. 12:13 it is taken for granted, 
all who are baptized belong to the body of Christ. They who are 
baptized are supposed already to belong to the body of Christ ; 
and for this reason they are baptized into it. They are by bap- 
tism externally united to that body, to which they are internally 
united by faith. None are here supposed to be baptized upon 
the expectation, or probability, or possibility, that they may yet 
belong to that body. They are baptized into the body.” 

This may be a very good exposition of Dr. Carson’s theory of 
adult baptism and of the constitution of the church; but it can 
hardly be called a very good exposition or an exposition of any 
kind, of 1 Cor. 12:13. The idea that a ritual baptism is here 
spoken of, not only has not so much as a sand grain to rest upon, 
but is in absolute contradiction to the express statement of the 
‘text, to wit, that the baptism is effected by the Divine Spirit. 
But this most positive statement Dr. Carson and friends can- 
not accept, because they entertain that marvellous idea which 
teaches, that the great characteristic of the Messiah’s coming and 
kingdom (baptism by the Holy Ghost) is exhausted by the com- 
munication of certain extraordinary gifts on two occasions! 
Therefore the clear’ statement of inspiration, that every soul 
made a member of the body of Christ receives the baptism of the 
Holy Spirit, must be rejected, and its place supplied by a dipping 
into water. 

Proressor Prpperr (B. and C., p. 21) seems to admit that this 
may be spiritual baptism; also (p. 28) that repentance may be 
baptism of the Spirit, 

R. Incuam (Christian Baptism, London, p. 7) says: ‘* Through 
the operation, under the guidance, and in the possession of one 
Spirit, are we all baptized into one body.” 


Tlavtes. 


The Apostle makes a universal statement so far as those are 
concerned who do “by the Holy Ghost call Jesus, Lord.” All 
such are by v. 3 declared to be ‘ é Ilebate “Aytw, in = under the 
influence of the Holy Ghost.” This use of 2v Iledyate ‘Ayiw in v. 3 
appears to be the ground of its use in v. 12; if uddets, no one, can 
call Jesus, the Lord, except ev Iebuarte “Ayiw,” then xdvtes, all who 
call him the Lord, are «rn = under the influence of the Holy Ghost, 
and ‘have been baptized into the name of the Lord Jesus” by 
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this Divine Agent. Now, it is “all” of such individual persons 
who, being ¢y Ilvedpare ‘Ayiw in = under the influence of the Holy 
Ghost, made subject to the Lornship of Christ, and “saved from 
their sins” by Jesus; in other words, having been made individ- 
ually regenerate by the baptism of the Holy Spirit, they are pre- 
pared to receive a farther baptism by the distribution of varied and 
related gifts from “the one and the selfsame Spirit, who divideth to 
every one severally as He will.” By such gifts to all (the one sup- 
plementary of the other) a unity, one interdependent whole, is 
established; and as “all” the individual members are ‘in’? — 
under the influence of, controlled by, ‘‘one Spirit,” they are per- 
fected by varied endowments in their relations to one another, 
and in their common relation to Christ their head, and thus are 
dv &2 vebpate yusic mdvtes eis &y cpa eBarttoOnpey. 

This baptism of unification, by the distribution of appropriate 
and varied gifts to every member of the body of Christ, as dis- 
tinguished from the baptism of regeneration, which unites the 
individual soul to Christ and makes participant in his redemp- 
tion, should cause no surprise; it is as to its nature and end 
precisely that baptism which the Apostles received at Pentecost. 
The Apostles had before received that baptism of the Spirit 
which gives repentance and faith and a regenerate nature; they 
now receive that baptism of gifts which will fit them for their 
place, as Apostles, in the “‘one body of which Christ is the 
Head.” 

As the Pentecost baptism of the Apostles was not the baptism 
of impenitent sinners “into Christ,” but a baptism of gifts, con- 
ferred upon those who were already 2v I/vebpare, ** for the edifica- 
tion of the body of Christ,” so, also, the baptism announced to 
the Corinthians was not a baptism for those who (not being & 
Ivebpate “Aytw) ** call Jesus accursed,” but a baptism of gifts to 
all, even the least, in the body of Christ, perfecting all in every 
one. 

This work of double baptism (of the individual “ into Christ,” 
and of ‘all ¢nto oNE Bopy’’) will the Holy Spirit carry on among 
“ Jews and Gentiles,” until this wondrous work shall be done by 
the consummating baptism of the redeemed of all ages and of all 
nations “into the Name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Ghost.” 
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BAPTISM WITH WATER, THE SHADOW OF ESSENTIAL TRUTH, IS 
WORTHLESS IN COMPARISON WITH BAPTISM BY THE 
HOLY GHOST, WHICH EFFECTS THAT TRUTH. 


1 CoxinruiaAns 1:17. 
Ov yap aréorerAé pe Xpeordg BanrtiCecy GAN evayyeatCeobat. 


“Por Christ sent me not to baptize, but to preach the Gospel.’’ 
“ 


Interpretation. 


When Paul says, Christ did not send me to baptize ritually, 
but to preach the gospel, through which by the Holy Ghost the 
soul is baptized really, he means to speak comparatively, and to 
teach: 1. Ritual baptism does not enter as an essential into the 
gospel; 2. Ritual baptism is an essential appendage to the gospel, 
but whatever may be its value, it has no value in comparison with 
the gospel; and must be esteemed as subordinate to the gospel. 
So that, if ever the gospel and its worth, should come into antag- 
onism with the rite and its worth, the gospel must be acknowl- 
edged as having an unapproachable supremacy over the rite: 
Therefore, while the administration of the rite was included in 
Paui’s commission, it occupied so subordinate a position (con- 
sequent and dependent upon the preaching of the gospel) that he 
could most truthfully say, ‘“ My mission is to preach the gospel 
and not to administer ritual baptism. Which is only a ritual 
exhibition of the spiritual result of the gospel as blessed by the 
Holy Ghost in purifying the soul from sin.” 

This view of Paul concerning the nature of ritual baptism and 
its relations to the gospel are not, by any means, the views of all 
others. 

There are some (Patrists and others) who believe, that ritual 
baptism is (he agency by which the soul is regenerated, its sins 
washed away, and incorporation is effected in the spiritual body 
of Christ. 

On what grounds these can suppose Paul to deny, that such 
work did lie within his mission, I cannot imagine. 

There are others (Alexander Campbell and friends) who be- 
lieve, that ritual baptism stands in the same relation to the 
remission of sins, as does Repentance toward God, and faith 
toward our Lord Jesus Christ. 
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Whether this class undertakes to separate remission of sins 
from ‘the gospel,” or whether they would say, Repentance and 
faith have nothing more to do with “the gospel” than has ritual 
baptism, and that Paul might as properly have said, I was not 
sent to preach repentance and faith, as he said that he was not 
sent to baptize, I do not know. Or if, when Repentance for sin 
with its accessories, and faith in the Redeemer, as Lorp and God 
(‘my Lord and my God”), and as Jesus (Saviour, by righteous- 
ness and atonement), and as Curist (Anointed, prophet, priest, 
and king), whether, when these were eliminated from the gospel, 
they would undertake to declare how much was left of the gospel 
for Paul to preach, I cannot tell. But if ritual baptism is for the 
remission of sins, how it happened that Paul should be sent to 
the Gentile world with a commission in which ‘+ for the remission 
of sin” was left out, must be a marvel. 

There are yet others (Profs. Pepper, Curtis, and friends of the 
theory generally) who believe, that Christian baptism is a dip- 
ping into water, exclusively, imperatively, and divinely appointed, 
being ordained as the door of the Church, the essential ante- 
cedent and prerequisite to the Communion Table, the sine qua non 
to the existence of a regular, true, and lawful church. This dip- 
ping into water, we are informed, is unspeakably glorious — 
‘‘ Where through the transparent drapery, the outward garment 
of profession, shines the rich vesture of a living faith within, the 
whole assumes a symbolic lustre and magnificence, sufficient 
fully to justify the warmest eulogium of the Christian. Not too 
ecstatic to be applied to it is the language of the Prophet when 
he says, ‘I will greatly rejoice in the Lord, my soul shall be joy- 
ful in my God; for he hath clothed me with the garments of sal- 
vation, he hath covered me with the robe of righteousness, as a 
bridegroom decketh himself with ornaments, and as a bride 
adorneth herself with her jewels.’ . . . This divinely appointed 
confession of Christ” (dipping into water), ‘animated by a true 
faith, is a garment which well befits all Christians; ‘it becomes 
the crowned monarch better than his crown.’ It can make pov- 
erty honorable, decrepitude and old age cheerful, sickness and 
death happy. It suits all ages and gradations of intellect. What 
sight on earth so beautiful as to behold the young and lovely 
descending into the waters of baptism, yielding up their hearts 
and lives to the service of the Saviour, ‘ putting on Christ.?.. . 
It is a garment that never wears out; but like those shawls of 
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Cashmere that retain their colors brilliant for successive genera- 
tions, is unfading and resplendent to the last. . . . This garment 
is the uniform, divinely appointed for Christians upon earth. It 
contains a. significance and mystery that angels desire to look 
into, and that shall never be unravelled, until Time shall be no 
more, and unto all the saints shall be granted everlastingly to be 
clothed in fine linen, clean and white” (Prof. Cartis, pp. 69-73). 
Any one who attempts to establish a church, or to enter into the 
church, or to sit down at the Lord’s table, except under the 
sanction of this dipping into water, is an ‘ignorant perverter,” 
and ‘acts a lie,” unless he is so *t sincere and ignorant” that he 
‘““cannot be.made to know” what he is about (Prof. Pepper, pp. 
34,46). Such “ecstatic eulogy” (with its natural anathema) of 
** dipping into water,” outrivals the most glowing flights of a 
Gregory or a Chrysostom. When we turn to the plain prose of 
the Bible and hear Paul say, ‘‘ I was not sent to baptize (‘to dip 
into water’) but to preach the gospel,” these waxen wings melt 
and the eulogist above the clouds gets a fall. Paul, the Apostle 
to the Gentiles and the founder of churches, not sent to open 
“the door of the church” or to give a seat at its Communion 
table, by ‘that only way ”’—dipping into water! 


Paul’s Commission. 


It is worth while to look at Paul’s commission for more and 
for more important reasons than this statement, that he was not 
sent to baptize (“‘ to dip into water”). 

This commission is found in Acts 26:16-18: “I have ap- 
peared unto thee for this purpose, to make thee a minister and a 
witness . .... delivering thee from the people and (zy é0vav) the Gen- 
tiles, unto whom now (dzosréAdw) I send thee, to open their eyes, 
and to turn them from darkness to light, and from the power of 
Satan unto God, that they may receive forgiveness of sins, and 
inheritance among them that are sanctified through faith that is 
in me.” 

With this Commission before his eyes, the most earnest de- 
fender of ‘‘ dipping into water” as the faith delivered unto the 
saints, and the warmest eulogist of its ‘ ecstatic” blessings, will 
hardly deny the literal accuracy of Paul when he declares, dipping 
into water makes no appearance in his Commission, and that he 
was made an apostle for a very different purpose, namely, “to 
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preach the gospel.” What is in this Commission? We have: 
1. The preaching of the truth (‘to open their eyes”); 2. Con- 
viction of error and repentance for sin (‘to turn them from dark- 
ness to light”); 3. Supreme allegiance to the true God (‘to turn 
them from the power of Satan torGod”); 4. Forgiveness of sin 
to the repentant (t0d Aafety dgeow duaptiwv); 5. Salvation through 
faith in the Lord Jesus Christ (‘‘ inheritance among the sanctified 
by faith in me”’). Is this the gospel? Isit the whole of it? Has 
“dipping into water,” that vital element of the gospel, without 
which no lawful church can exist, no_true church membership 
can be recognized, no right to eat of the broken body and shed 
blood of a crucified Saviour can be admitted, has this vital ele- 
ment (stantis vel cadentis ecclesiz) been overlooked in the Com- 
mission from the adorable Head of the Church to his personally 
chosen and commissioned Apostle to the Gentiles? Whether it 
be through oversight or not, it is most certain that no commis- 
sion to dip into water was given to Paul by the Lord Jesus 
Christ. The lack of it, however, does not seem to embarrass 
Paul. He goes forward to preach a gospel of which dipping into. 
water forms no part, and to found churches into the membership 
of which “dipping into water” does not constitute ‘the door’’. 
(Pepper, 20-23), and to celebrate the dying love of Christ, all 
anconscious that ‘ta dipping into water” admits or rejects from 
doing this in remembrance of the Crucified, under the penalty 
of “acting a lie.” 

Whether this element entered into the Commission of the other 
Apostles any more than into that of Paul, will be considered 
hereafter. Paul fulfilled his Commission (26:19, 20) by preach- 
ing—“‘ Repent. and turn to God through faith in Christ.” 


Not to Baptize. 


Paul does not deny the obligation, or divine authority, of 
ritual baptism (however much he might do both as to a dipping 
into water); but he denies its relative worth; he denies that this’ 
rite is a primary element in the gospel, or essential to its per- 
fection of power. Itis a divine appendage to the gospel as a help’ 
to human infirmity, and is dependent upon the gospel for its’ 
value. Prof. Pepper (p. 20) says: ‘*The gospel spoken is the in- 
terpretation of the gospel embodied in ordinances.” This makes‘ 
ordinances precede the gospel. Paul teaches the reverse of this.’ 


‘ 
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The gospel is antecedent to its symbols, which are but reflectors 
of its truths and must be interpreted by them. The gospel in 
the woman’s seed was before Abel’s slain lamb. The duty of the 
Patriarchs was not first to slay lambs, but first to preach the 
promise, and then expound the bleeding victim by that promise. 
Salvation to the first born was first promised, then came the 
slaying of the lamb and the sprinkling of the family door-posts 
in Egypt. 


REPENTANCE AND FAITH THOROUGHLY CHANGE THE CONDITION AND 
DO THEREBY BAPTIZE THE SOUL. 


HEBREWS 6: 2. 
Barriopov diayi7e. 


‘Not laying again the foundation of repentance from dead works, and of 
faith toward God (baptizings of doctrine), and of the laying on of hands, 
and of the resurrection of the dead, and of eternal judgment.” 


Translation. 


. There is no generally accepted translation or interpretation of. 
this passage. Whether what is about to be offered relieves the 
difficulties heretofore felt, and bears within it the self-evidencing 
power of truth, others will determine. 

: The translations which have been proposed are, in general, 
these: 1. That which makes all the Genitives to depend on 
Gepétoyv (Murdock, Alford); 2. That which makes all after the 
first two to depend on ddaz7zs (Olshausen, Ebrard); 3. That 
which supplies odaz7z¢ before petavoias and xictews and makes faz- 
tispay the objective Genitive (Stuart, Kuinoel); 4. That which 
makes fuxtiody dwddy7s belong together (Jazrespdv the governing 
noun) and depend on depédcov (Winer); 5. That which unites @az- 
tropady ddazis making the former the governing noun, and recog- 
- nizing the peculiarity in the construction of this phrase (by the 
absence of the conjunction) as compared with other phrases in the 
sentence (Bengel); 6. That which connects these words as in the 
preceding case, but with a different grammatical relation, and 
makes them, with the following phrase, parenthetical and in appo- 
sition with the preceding ‘ repentance” and ‘ faith ” (Calvin). 
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The general objection which has been, reciprocally, made to 
these several interpretations has been—‘ unjustifiable departure 
from the construction.” i 

In the translation which we have proposed making “ baptizings 
of doctrine” in apposition with repentance and faith, and paren- 
thetical, the peculiarity of construction which marks these words, 
is not only regarded but is effectively used; the normal law as to 
the Genitive in grammatical construction is observed, and made 
harmonious throughout the sentence; and the use of the plural 
form funtespay, receives explanation. The only point which seems 
to need elucidation is, the ground on which “baptisms of doc- 
trine’’ can be placed in expository apposition with repentance 
and faith. This belongs to the interpretation and the justifying 
reason will there be offered. 


Interpretation. 


fartiquéy. If faxtisydy, as used in this passage, refers to 
Christian baptism, there must be some reason for it and an ade- 
quate explanation of it. A reason is required, because the usage 
is peculiar in applying this term to denote baptisms in connec- 
tion with Christianity ; it being found nowhere else but in this 
Epistle, and here but in one other place (9: 10, dcagépars axtiapoic) 
where it plainly refers to Jewish baptisms — purifyings. This 
word was in use among the Jews before Christianity, and before 
John’s mission. John introduced a new word (fdztiopa) which 
was accepted and perpetuated by Christianity. The Jewish form 
exhibits the executive action of the verb, baptizing, purifying ; 
the Christian form marks the effect of the verb’s action, baptism, 
purification. ; 

John was sent to declare a baptism essentially different in nature 
from that designated before his coming by faxtispoc = a ceremo- 
nial purification, and therefore (I think we may say) he adopted 
another word (j3¢éxtecya), both because of its essential difference 
and in order to prevent confusion, conjoining it with petavotas, to 
express in the clearest manner that his baptism (required to wel- 
come the Messiah) was a spiritual purification. 

The question returns: Why does Paul in this Epistle depart 
from his practice in other Epistles and here use faxtiopav? I 
know of no better reasons to give than these: 1. He is writing to 
‘‘ Hebrews” who are familiar with this word; 2. He was writing 


‘ 
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concerning the purifyings of the Law to which the distinctive 
popular use and meaning of this word was suitable, and to which 
he himself (9: 10) applies it; 3. The essential difference between 
Banttopa and Baxtiopds was not such as to prevent their inter- 
change when the use was guarded against error, as is done in 
this case by the adjunct ddayjs, which removes it entirely from its 
popular Jewish use; 4. The noble principle ruling Paul’s life— 
“ And unto the Jews I became as a Jew, that I might gain the 
Jews.” The plural form of this word, as relating to Christian 
baptism, has been an embarrassment. This difficulty is factittous, 
not real. It is true, that there is but one Christian baptism ; but 
it is not true that there is but one form of words, or one form of 
thought, by which that baptism can be expressed. John preached 
a baptism ef¢ perdvocav, and also a baptism «tc dyeow dpapttdy. 
These baptisms, in relation to each other, have distinctive char- 
acteristics, and so regarded are two baptisms; but in their com- 
mon relations to salvation, they are one baptism, and John conjoins 
them in the faztiopa petavotas cig Gpeow dvaptiay. Peter introduces 
faith as a co-operative element with repentance in this baptism— 
* Repent and be baptized (ext) believing upon the name of Jesus 
Christ, ef¢ dgeow dpaptidy.” Here Repentance and Faith, con- 
jointly, baptize ‘‘ into the remission of sins.” 

While a baptism et¢ petdvorav, and a baptism eis dgeowy, are dis- 
tinctive baptisms, as between themselves, they are entirely equiv- 
alent baptisms in their relation to the baptism ets yprordv, which 
is the ‘one baptism” of Christianity. There is no difficulty, 
therefore, in the plural form of fazricpoév as expressing the dis- 
criminating differences between the doctrines of Repentance and 
Faith as received into the soul; so regarded they are two bap- 
tisms. As to the point—Can Repentance and Faith baptize; 
and do the Scriptures teach that they do baptize? An answer 
may be gathered from what has been said in explanation of this 
plural form, as, also, from the antecedent results developed in 
this Inquiry. 

There is nothing in Scripture more explicitly stated, than that 
the baptism of John’s mission was a baptism due to the * doc- 
trine”’ of Repentance, preached by him. This baptism was 
ritualized, not by a second baptism into walter; 1. Because there 
is no logical congruity between these things ; 2. Because it would 
destroy life; 3. Because the proposed substitute for a baptism 
(a dipping into water) is no baptism; 4. Because the Scriptures 
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do not say one word about either a baptism or a dipping into 
water ; but this baptism of the soul by repentance was ritualized 
in a rite wherein this soul baptism was verbally announced, and 
pure water, as its symbol, was applied to the body. 

This same baptism of the soul by the doctrine of Repentance, 
taught and received, was inculcated under Christianity (Acts 2: 
38); and the baptism of the soul which is by faith in a crucified 
Redeemer, is announced in those last words of his—*: He that 
believeth and is baptized shall be saved ;” in which words there is 
no incongruous admixture of faith and ritual water as common 
and equal ground for salvation, but the declaration of a baptism 
into Christ by faith, when this doctrine of the Scriptures is re- 

_ceived into the soul. The clear doctrine of the Bible is, that 
Repentance baptizes “into the remission of sins,” and Faith 
baptizes ‘into Jesus Christ.” Therefore it is that Paul declares, 
that Repentance, which so changes the condition of the soul as 
to separate it (az0 vexpdv epywyv) from dead works ;” and Faith, 
which so changes the condition of the soul as to lead it to turn 
unto and rest (éz? Geo) “ upon God,” are “‘ baptisms of DOCTRINE” 
= baptizing, purifying agencies cleansing through Christ and 
uniting to God. If these things be so, then, the apposition be- 
tween ‘* Repentance and Faith,” and ‘‘ Baptisms of Doctrine,” is 
established; while, at the same time, we have the difference 
characterizing these two words, as compared with the other mem- 
bers of the sentence, accounted for. 

This explanation receives confirmation from the form ‘‘ Repent- 
ance (dzd vexpdv Epywv) from dead works,” which corresponds in 
structure with the Jewish form: ‘‘ faxtifopevos dxd vexood baptized 
JSrom the dead.” It is impossible to believe, that Paul writing to 
Jews familiar with the form ‘ baptized from the dead,” and using 
the form ‘* Repentance from dead works,” did not refer to the 
baptism with which they were familiar, and contrast with it the 
baptism of Christianity, which is not “from the ceremonial pol- 
lution incurred by contact with a dead body,” but from the soul 
pollution incurred by doing and trusting in “dead works.” 

So, the condensed statement, Faith éx? 6cd» may justly be re- 
garded as grounded in the Christian form—‘ Be baptized (éz?) 
upon the name of Jesus Christ,” which issuing (Acts 2:38) im- 
mediately, in a baptism into the remission of sins through Christ, 
has its ultimate issue in the baptism, e/¢ Gedy — “ Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghost.” 


‘ 
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The suggestion as to the structure of the sentence seems to be 
confirmed by that which is generally admitted to obtain in 9:10 
‘meats, and drinks, and divers baptizings (ordinances of the 
flesh) until the time of the reformation.” ‘The term ‘carnal 
ordinances’ does not express something additional to the meats, 
and drinks, and baptizings, but is another name for the same 
ritual observances.” According to the Greek, the “‘meats and 
drinks and divers baptizings” go to compose the “carnal ordi- 
nances ” (Prof. Wilson, of Belfast). The two passages seem to 
be quite parallel as to the point at issue, namely, explanatory ap- 
position. 

There is also a parallelism between the phrases faztiopayv 
ddaxzs and Bdxticpa petavotas. The one is in general, a teaching 
baptism, and the other is in particular, a repentance baptism. 
The use of the Genitive is the same in both cases. 


Commentators. 


CaLvIn (Comm.): ‘Some read them separately, ‘of baptisms 
and of doctrines,’ but I prefer to connect them, though I explain 
them differently from others; for I regard the words as being in 
apposition, as grammarians say, according to this form, ‘ Not 
laying again the foundation of repentance, of faith in God, of the 
resurrection of the dead, which is the doctrine of baptisms and 
of the laying on of hands.’ If therefore these two clauses, the 
_ doctrine of baptisms and of the laying on of hands, be included 
in a parenthesis, the passage would run better; for except you 
read them as in apposition, there would be the absurdity of a repe- 
tition. For what is the doctrine of baptism but what he mentions 
here, faith in God, repentance, judgment. and the like?” 

BENGEL (Comm.): “* Kat is not put before faxtispadyv; for three 
pairs of chief particulars are enumerated, and the second par- 
ticular in every pair has the conjunction; but only the third pair 
is similarly connected; from which it is also evident, that Soxticpayv 
and dday7z> must not be separated. Baztesport dcdayis were baptisms 
which were received by those who devoted themselves to the 
sacred doctrine of the Jews; therefore, by the addition of dcday7s, 
they are distinguished from the other Levitical washings.” 

In a note to this comment, it is said: * Bengel evidently un- 
derstands these words as baptisms of or into doctrine, not as 
Eng. Vers., the doctrine of baptisms—Ep.” 
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WINER (p. 192): “Heb. 6:2 is a difficult passage; Pantispdy 
deday7s (depending on Jdepédwv) certainly belong together, and 
diaz7s cannot be torn away so strangely and regarded as the 
governing noun to all four Genitives, as Ebrard still maintains. 
But the question is, whether we ‘should here admit a transposi- 
tion for ddayji¢ Baxtopady, as most later expositors do. Such a 
transposition, however, would be at variance with the whole 
structure of the verse; and if axtisport dcday7s is translated doc- 
trinal baptisms, baptisms in connection with instruction, to dis- 
tinguish them from the legal baptisms (lustrations) of Judaism, 
this appellation is confirmed as distinctively Christian by Matt. 
28:19 fBaxticavtes adtois 





dddoxovtes adtovg. Ebrard’s objection, 
that Christian baptism is distinguished from mere lustrations, 
not by instruction, but by the forgiveness of sins and regenera- 
tion, amounts to nothing, for Matt. 28 says nothing about the for- 
giveness of sins.” Page 551: “ As to placing in particular the 
Genitive before the governing noun, careful writers avoid such 
arrangement if misapprehension could arise from it. Hence in 
Heb. 6:2 fantiopay didazi¢ is not for dcday. fart., especially as in 
the other groups the position of the Genitive is in accordance 
with the rule.” 

ZuINnGLI (de Baptis.): “The baptism of John required a new 
life, and pointed to hope in Christ. And this was the baptism 
of doctrine (for both equally baptized with water), the baptism 
of Christ required nothing else, for he began to preach no other- 
wise than John—‘ Repent ye.’ Since, then, John’s teaching and 
Christ’s teaching was the same, zt follows that if the baptism of 
doctrine was the same, that of the water was the same also.” 

Brentivus (Hom. 21, in Ev. Luc.): ‘The baptism of John is 
such as is his teaching and his word.” 


Clemens Alexandrinus. 


Clemens Alex. (Stromata III, 18) presents a remarkably full 
and clear case of baptism by teaching. It is as follows: ‘‘‘ Ex 
swgpoabyys els nopyetay Banttlovat, tals HOoovats zat tuts ndUeat yaptzeo0ut 
Ooypatifovtes—TEACHING to indulge in pleasure and lust they bap- 
tize out of chastity info unchastity.”’ 

This passage is conclusive as to the following points: 1. A 
baptism is a thorough change of condition; 2. This change of 
condition will exhibit the evidence of an assimilation to the char- 
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acteristic of the baptizing influence, whatever that characteristic 
may be; 3. This change of condition is without limitation as to 
the nature of the influence effecting it, the manner of its exercise, 
or the time of its duration; 4. This change of condition may be 
expressed under a form of words (2, efs, Baztifw) originating in 
physics, without requiring a correspondence, in form, to such 
physical use; 5. An ideal baptism expresses a profound reality ; 
6. The presence of water, actual or imaginary, is unnecessary to 
a baptism; 7. THAacutna is capable of baptizing; and it will so 
baptize as to exhibit its characteristic in its disciples. Teaching 
that inculcates ‘the indulgence of pleasure and lust” will baptize 
its disciples into impurity; and teaching which enjoins ‘the 
observance of all things whatsoever Jesus Christ has com- 
manded,” will baptize its disciples into purity and ‘into the 
name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.” 

Corotiary. All who accept the baptism of Clemens Alexan- 
drinus, e?s zopvetav, must accept the Bible baptism efs petdvoray, ig 
ageow, elg Xptotov lnovdy, eis t6 dvopa tod latpds, xal... . ss 

The examination of this passage of Scripture shows that the 
statement, that baptisms are effected by doctrinal truths, is a 
statement in perfect harmony with the entire scope of Scripture, 
is confirmed by the results antecedently reached, while it is itself, 
in turn, confirmatory of them. 

Sined writing the above a translation of the Biblico- Theological 
Lexicon of New Testament Greek, by Hermann Cremer, Professor 
of Theology in the University of Greifswald (Edinburgh, 1872) 
has been published. The following quotation s. v. faxrifw bears 
upon the interpretation above given to the passage before us: 
“The baptism of John is styled zar’. 2&. the Bdxtiopa petavoias ; we 
might accordingly designate Christian baptism fdéxtiepa xiotews, 
coll. Acts 19:45, Acts 8:12, 13. ... Heb. 6:2, faxttapdy ddayz 
as a constituent of the 6 t7¢ apy7s tod Xv. Adyos. Accordingly it is 
less probable that the writer referred to Christian baptism in dis- 
tinction from O. T. lustrations, than to the difference and relation 
between Christian baptism and that of John,—a difference which 
would often need to be discussed.” 

There is no need for introducing the baptism of John, distinc- 
tively, since the baptism of Ae liga and the baptism of Faith 
alike belong to Christianity. 

’ Cremer also says: The specially of a baptism depends upon 
the relation into which candidates are brought as denoted by ei¢ 
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and tts REGIMEN. ‘Ele is invariably used in an IDEAL sense.” 
Such is the doctrine of this Inquiry. The acceptance of this 
doctrine carries with it all the essential results of the Inquiry, 
when consistently carried out. 


ANTITYPE BAPTISM SAVES THE SOUL, AND IS BAPTISM BY 
THE HOLY GHOST. 


LParer 3221. 


'Q Kat quae avrituroy viv odfer Bartiopa (ob capKdc, ardbecre pbrov, adda 
ovverdgoewc aAniac, exepornua eic Qedr), dv’ avacordcews "Iyo00 Xpcorot. 
“ By which, also, antitype Baptism now saves us (not of the flesh, the put- 


ting away of filth, but of a good conscience, the requirement toward God), 
through the resurrection of Jesus Christ.” 


The Text. 


The reading of this passage is not settled. Knapp introduces 
v. 21 with 6 zat, and places @ zal, in the margin. Bloomfield re- 
verses this arrangement. The Codex Sinaiticus omits both 6 and 
#, commencing the verse with xat. 

These diversities are not unimportant. If the reading 8 be 
accepted then a relation is established with ‘* water” in the pre- 
ceding verse and, also (though not with the same facility), with 
aytituroy Bdrtiopa. If & zat be adopted then its relation is naturally 
formed with the é @ zai of v. 19, and the reference is to the Holy 
Spirit, and necessarily stamps a like character on @titumoy Jan- 
tropa. The omission of the Codex Sinaiticus throws its whole 
weight against any reference to ‘‘ water” in v. 20, and as strongly 
favors the reference to the Holy Spirit, because with the reading 
which it presents no connection can be established between dyté- 
turoy Sdxtioya and the flood water; while its connection with the 
Holy Spirit, as the baptism effected by Him, becomes imperative. 


Translation. 


The translation given above (especially that in parenthesis) is 
not given as that which must he, but which may be, correct. 
The parenthetic statement is evidently explanatory of the saving 
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power of baptism. It is cautionary against: possible error. The 
Scriptures speak of two baptisms, a symbol baptism of the body, 
effected by water, and a real baptism of the soul, effected by the 
Holy Ghost. The Apostle says, antitype baptism which saves, is 
not that baptism which relates to the body, cleansing from cere- 
monial or physical defilement, but that baptism which relates to 
the soul and reaches the accusing or excusing conscience, effect- 
ing what God asks, spiritual purity. 

’Exepwcyya is the translation by the Septuagint of the Hebrew 
asking (Eng. ‘‘demand’’) in Dan. 4:14, where Gesenius says, 
“the subject of inquiry,” is intended. What God asks for, he 
requires. 

He asks for and requires a good conscience. Paul (Acts 23: 1) 
says, ‘I have lived with all good conscience (tw 6e@) unto God ;” 
24:16, I exercise myself always to have a conscience void of 
offence toward God ;” and Peter (1, 2:19) says, “* This is thank- 
worthy if a man for conscience toward God.” These two things 
are certain: 1. God requires a good conscience; 2. Baptism by 
the Holy Ghost gives a good conscience, and nothing else does. 
This lays the foundation for the representation of ‘‘a good con- 
science” as the result of “‘ antitype baptism,” and herein meeting 
the éxepwrnua ets Ocdv. Any translation of this passage which 
makes it to hinge on water (flood water, rite water) is essentially 
faulty. 


Interpretation. 


The Baptist Version interprets the water of the flood as the 
type and the water of rite baptism as the antitype: ‘ Hight souls 
were saved through water; which in an antitype, immersion, now 
saves us also;’ this is, in every aspect, an impossible interpre- 
tation. 

There is no element of congruity between the office of the water 
of the flood and the office of the water of ritual baptism to con- 
stitute the one a type of the other. The resemblance can only be 
in the office, for to make simple water the type of simple water 
would be absurd. But the office of water in the flood is that of 
destruction, and to this there is no counterpart in the office of 
water in baptism. If a saving office for water is sought in its 

-upbearing the ark, and the indication of such function is claimed 
to be expressed by 6? datos, the error is twofold: 1. It robs the 
ark of its saving office to give it to the destroying flood; and, 2. 
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It misinterprets 6? 8datos which is, properly, expressive of tis 
destructive tendency. The flood did upbear the ark; but this 
was not its office. Its mission was solely one of death. But the 
wisdom of God devised a plan whereby safety might be evolved 
amid destruction. This he did by the introduction of a new and 
diverse agency having such a quality that it could overcome and 
rise above the agency for destruction. ‘This was the ark, pos- 
sessed of a buoyancy which enabled it to overcome the whelming 
tendency of the waters, and bear in safety ‘the few” who with- 
out its protecting power would have been engulfed in the deadly 
flood. Was it the Nile water or the bulrush cradle which saved 
the infant Moses ? 

The 6¢ Sdaros expresses the peril of the waters, and thus mag- 
nifies the saving power of the ark. It has in this respect, the 
same power as ora xupdc in 1 Cor. 3:15, saved yet so as * through 
fire ;” that is, “‘ saved with great difficulty. That such is the sense 
of this (as it seems) adagial phrase, most Commentators are 
agreed” (Bloomfield). Peter, in this same epistle (1 Peter 1: 7- 
9), illustrates this usage: ‘Your faith . .. tried (dd zupds) 
through fire ... the end salvation of your souls.” Here ‘ through 
fire’ represents exposure to the extremest perils, while faith has 
a divine quality able to endure them and save its possessor from 
them. The ark passed through the extreme and prolonged perils 
of the flood but saved (6? Sdazvs) all who were in it, through the 
goodness, and wisdom, and power of God, who devised it for this 
very purpose, namely, to overcome the destructive character of the 
waters. If saving power is attributed to the flood water and we 
ask, Saved from what? this dilemma emerges, namely: The flood 
water saved from the flood water. And if relief is sought by call- 
ing on the ark for help, it is a confession that the case, as put, 
sinks like lead into the waters. 

A second radical objection to making the water of the flood a 
type of the water of ritual baptism, is this: The water in ritual 
baptism is itself (not a type, but) a symbol, it cannot therefore be 
the basis for a type; nor can it make any claim to the title of an 
‘“‘ antitype.” 

“©A type is a symbol appointed by God to adumbrate some- 
thing higher in the future, which is called antitype. The true 
type looks forward to the distant future. A pure symbol may 
represent something which now exists” (Prof. Barrow, Comp. of 
the Bible, p. 580). Ifit were possible for so incongruous a thing 

: 22 
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as a destroying flood to be a type of ritual baptism, still, the mere 
ritual, shadow character of this ordinance would preclude it. No 
figure can be the basis of a figure. 

\ 


Type Salvation—Antitype Salvation. 


What Peter deduces from his reference to the flood is: 1. Sal- 
vation— were saved;” 2. Salvation by the ark—* wherein eight 
souls were saved;” 3. Salvation in the ark, by God— God 
waited” (kept back the destroying waters) ‘‘while the ark was a 
preparing,” as the means of salvation. 

Peter says, this type salvation of eight souls foreshadows an 
antitype salvation: 1. In ANTITYPE baptism, ‘which saves us ;” 
2. In its adequate and divine method (1) ets wetdvoray (‘into re- 
pentance”’); (2) ete dgeow dépaptrwy ‘into the remission of sins ;” 
(3) eis Xprotcv “into Christ; which places the souls of the re- 
deemed @& Xpord “in CHRIST,” as their ark of safety; 3. In its 
divine Executor, & zat “* by WHOM antitype baptism ” (which is the 
work of the Holy Spirit) ‘saves us, through the resurrection of 
Jesus Christ,” who being put to death in the flesh, but quickened 
by the Spirit (tw Ivedpare), through whom (é4 Ilvebpatos aiwvtov) 
he had offered himself without spot to God, this same divine 
Spirit having dwelt in Christ living, and watched over his slain 
body in the tomb, does now shut up the windows of heaven, close 
the fountains of the deep, dry up the imperilling flood waters, 
quicken the dead, and bring forth alive again the Ark of our sal- 
vation triumphant through the power of God over all perils, and 
all his people saved in Him, as attested and sealed “by his resur- 
rection.” Therefore, ‘‘ ANTITYPE Baprism, wrought by the SPIRIT 
of God, SAVES us through the resurrection of Jmsus CHRIST.” 


Carson and Gill. 


Carson (pp. 388-413) says: “Dr. Miller dismisses the argu- 
meut from 1 Peter 3:20, 21, 0n the ground that there was no 
immersion of Noah and his family. With as great propriety the 
learned gentleman may deny that a man in a tomb is buried, be- 
cause he is covered with a coffin. What! Noah not immersed 
when buried in the waters of the flood? Are there no bounds to 
perverseness? Will men say everything rather than admit the 
mode of an ordinance of Christ which is contrary to the command- 
ments of men? What could be a more impressive burial in water, 
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than to be in the ark when it was floating? As well might it be 
said that a person is not buried in earth, when lying in his coffin 
covered with earth. The ordinance of baptism and the salvation 
of Noah by water, have the most lively resemblance. Noah and 
his family were saved by being buried in the water of the flood; 
and after the flood they emerged as rising from the grave.” 

No wonder Dr. Miller, the Princeton Professor, ‘* dismissed the 
argument” (?) contained in words like these. He would have 
shown that he had lost his senses had he undertaken soberly to 
listen to the statement, that ‘“‘ Noah and his family were saved by 
being buried in the water of the flood, and emerging as rising 
from the grave.” I will venture to say, that one, two, three, four 

‘thousand years rolled away after the flood waters rolled away, be- 
fore such a conceit ever entered any man’s brain. 

If Dr. Carson had said, ‘God saved Noah and his family by 
converting them into fishes, and burying them in the waters of 
the flood, whence, on the subsidence of the waters, they emerged 
as rising from the grave, fully restored to their humanity,” he 
would find just about as many to believe ‘the argument ” (and 
just about the same persons) as believe the salvation — burial — 
resurrection ‘ argument.” 

Dr. Carson is a man of ability, in certain directions of unusual 
ability, of respectable learning, of honesty, of piety, of deep con- 
victions, of self-confidence which holds a world in arms no worthy 
match for himself alone, and, for all these reasons combined, a 
man of power; but on the difficulties of water-dipping, and burial, 
and resurrection, he is not a sober-minded man. Had he been he 
would not have written about the dipping of Noah and his family 
by burial in the flood for a year (more or less), followed by a 
living resurrection; nor of the dipping of the millions of Israel 
by a burial-march and resurrection in the empty space of the 
Red Sea; nor of the dipping of the Apostles ‘tin sound like 
wind,” with burial under cloven tongues (!) and resurrection, I 
know not how. Sanity never went farther in extravagance. 

Gill (Body of Divinity, pp. 642) says: ‘This dipping into water 
may be concluded from the various figurative and typical baptisms 
spoken of in Scripture, as, 1. From the waters of the flood, which 
Tertullian calls the baptism of the world, and of which the Apostle 
Peter makes baptism the Antitype, 1 Peter 3:21. The ark in 
which Noah and his family were saved by watér was God’s ordi- 
nance; it was made according to the pattern he gave to Noah, as 
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baptism is; and as that was the object of the scorn of men, so is 
the ordinance of baptism rightly administered; and as it is rep- 
resented a burial when Noah and his family were shut up in it, 
so baptism; and when the fountains of the great deep were 
broken up below, and the windows of heaven were opened above, 
the ark with those in it were, as it were, covered and immersed 
in water; and so was a figure of baptism by immersion; and as 
there were none but adult persons in the ark, who were saved by 
water in it, so none but adult persons are the proper subjects of 
baptism.” . 
This is a fair specimen of the reasoning which seeks to convert 
Christian baptism into water-dipping. It is composed of some 
dozen of lines; let us see how its errors compare with them in 
number. 1. ‘This dipping into water.” There is not one word 
of Scripture for a dipping into water as Christian baptism. 
2. ‘The various figurative and typical baptisms spoken of in 
Scripture.” There are no such “various” things in Scripture. 
Baptism “into Moses” is the only type baptism mentioned in 
Scripture, and in it must be found all the type dipping, burial, 
and resurrection, known to inspiration. 3. ‘ Which Tertullian 
calls the baptism of the world.” Tertullian’s world baptism is no 
more like Gill’s baptism than is a horse-chestnut like a chestnut 
horse. 4. ‘‘The Apostle Peter makes baptism the antitype of 
the waters of the flood.” This is pure error. 5. ‘The ark was 
God’s ordinance.” Yes, for salvation; then the waters of the 
flood were not God’s ordinance for salvation. 6. “The ark was 
made according to the pattern, as baptism is.” The pattern of 
the ark is in Genesis, cubits and inches; where is the baptism 
pattern? 1. ‘As the ark was the scorn of men, so is baptism 
rightly administered.” Of scorn for the ark, I know nothing, as 
the Bible says nothing. Of the sophistry which declares scorn 
for man’s inventions, to be scorn for God’s ordinance, I know 
something, for Dr. Gill exhibits it. Dr. Gill and friends say: 
‘For a thousand years baptism was rightly administered ;” and 
yet, through all that time, “babies” were baptized; men and 
women were baptized naked; oil, and salt, and spittle, were used 
in baptism; and baptismal regeneration taught, to reject which 
Dr. Pusey says (p. 39) “is the scarcely disguised contempt of an 
ordinance of our Saviour;” all which things Dr. Gill “scorns.” 
Does he therefore “scorn God’s ordinance rightly administered?” 
When we are told, in vindication of their practice, by those who 
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“administer baptism pauely 2 that “there is no difference be- 
tween Sdrtw and farrifw;” and also “that fartitw means dip 
and nothing but dip through all Greek literature,” we hold such 
assertions in light esteem. Do we therefore ‘scorn God’s ordi- 
nance?” When we are told Sdar: Baxtifw means “to dip into 
water,” but farttfw els petavotav does not mean “to baptize into 
repentance,” we hold such assertions in light esteem. Do we 
therefore ‘scorn God’s ordinance?” When we are told ‘ dipping 
into water is the door of the church, is necessary to sitting down 
at the table of the Head of the Church, is essential to the exist- 
ence of the true church,” we hold such assertions in light esteem. 
Do we therefore ‘scorn God’s ordinance?”? When we are told 
that we “knowingly obscure God’s truth,” that we ‘‘need honesty 
and not light,” that we ‘act a lie” in sitting down to the Lord’s 
Table, unless ‘‘sincerely ignorant” and ‘‘incapable of being made 
to know the truth,” we hold such assertions in light esteem. Do 
we therefore “scorn God’s ordinance?” 

There are some things which may justly be scorned. Among 
these are sophistical pleading by raising false issues when true 
issues cannot be met, and flinging reproaches at character when 
argument cannot be answered. Is such scorn, also, ‘scorn at 
God’s ordinance?” 8. ** When Noah and his family were shut 
up in the ark, it is represented as a burial.” By Dr. Gill, not by 
Moses. 9. “So Baptism.” Yes, just so; that is, by neither word 
nor thought. 11. ‘¢ The ark and those in it were, as it were, cov- 
ered and immersed in water.” That is to say by admission, what 
in the (claimed) antitype is its alpha and omega (sine qua non), 
has no existence in the type, but only a ‘were as it were.” Such 
a type is fashioned after no other type that ever was. 12. ‘And 
so was a figure of baptism by immersion.” It might be well to 
find something that would be a figure of baptism by dipping. 
The ark, not dipped into the waters but rising above them, is not 
a good figure of “the act commanded” (‘‘the ark was made 
according to the pattern”’); nor was the rain sprinkled or poured 
(without covering or immersing) for forty days and forty nights, 
a good ‘figure of baptism by ¢mmersion.” 13. ‘ None but adult 
persons in the ark who were saved by water, in it.” Dr. Gill 
complains that those after whom he patterns in ‘* baptism rightly 
administered,” believed that souls were ‘‘saved by water ;” and 
regular Baptists find fault with Campbellite Baptists because they 
believe that water is necessary ‘‘ for the remission of sins;” and 
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yet he says, salvation was “by the type water!” How has this 
salvation become a vanishing quantity in the Antitype? 14. ‘So 
none but adult persons are the proper subjects of baptism.” This 
logic is remarkable. ‘* None but adults saved by water; therefore, 
none but adults the proper subjects of water baptism.” What has 
become, in the conclusion, of the ‘‘salvation ”’ which was in the 
premise? But who were these ‘‘none-but adults in the Ark?” 
Unbelievers (Noah excepted), if we take the Bible statement . 
(Gen.7:1). Therefore, as unbelievers were “saved by water,” so 
unbelievers are the proper subjects of water baptism. But again: 
Who were these ‘none but adults in the ark”? They were a 
Jamily, the Head of which was by faith in covenant relation with 
God, who, for the father’s sake, embraced the children, though 
unbelieving, within the gracious covenant and “saved them by 
water ;” therefore, the children of a believing parent (though 
themselves unbelieving) are the proper subjects of water baptism. 
Those who handle sharp tools should be careful to note whether 
they may not have two edges. 

This statement of Dr. Gill has an error for every line; and no 
wonder, for ‘as is the root so are the branches.” 


Anititype Baptism is Salvation 


Gregory Nazrianzen, II, 368, on Baptism, says: * But we 
being twofold, I mean spiritual and corporeal, the one by nature 
visible and the other invisible; purification is, also, twofold, by 
(Oca) water and Spirit; the one received visibly and corporeally, 
the other concurring invisibly and incorporeally ; the one (ruzexud) 
typical, the other (dydwod) real, and purifying the depths.” 
Neither Gregory N. nor any other Patrist believed that there 
was any real (“‘true”) baptism in dipping into water. 

Dipymus Avex. XX XIX, 716: Having quoted Ezek. 36: 22, 
“YT will sprinkle clean water upon you and ye shall be clean from 
all your sins ;” and, also, Ps. 50:8, *‘ Sprinkle me with hyssop 
and I shall be clean; wash me and I shall be whiter than snow 7?) 
thus explains: ‘“‘ For the sprinkling with hyssop was Judaic pu- 
rification, which is continued by them to the present time; but 
‘whiter than snow’ denotes Christian illumination, which means 
baptism.... And Peter, that he may show in his first Kpistle, 
that if baptism, which was formerly in shadow (2v oxd@) saved, 


much more that which was in reality (& aineta) immortalizes 
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and deifies us, wrote thus: ‘ Antitype baptism now saves us.’” 
Any one who ventures to say, that Didym. Alex. believed that 
dipping into water was antitype baptism & d@dydeia, thereby for- 
feits claim to patristic lore. ‘* Baptism in shadow ” (type bap- 
tism) was effected by sprinkling ‘with hyssop. ‘ Baptism in re- 
ality ” (antitype Baptism) was effected by the Holy Spirit giving 
salvation and allying to the Deity. 

AMBROSE, Apol. David, § 59: ‘* He who desired to be purified 
(typico) by typical baptism was sprinkled (adspergebatur) with 
the blood of the lamb by a bunch of hyssop.” 

Type baptism was by sprinkled blood of the lamb of the flock; 
antitype baptism was by the sprinkled blood of the Lamb of 

God, which cleanses from sin and saves the soul through the 
office work of the Holy Spirit. 

It never entered into the imagination of these Greeks and 
their disciples, that a type baptism should have in it a dipping, 
or an immersing, or a covering; a ‘‘sprinkling” fully met their 
Greekly conceptions of a baptism which by its purifying and 
saving power was to be a type of that higher purification and 
salvation which was to be found in the Antitype baptism, the 
work of the Holy Ghost. 

The idea of Christian baptism consisting in or being a nullity 
without a dipping into water, is a novelty of yesterday, and has 
no place in the history of the church until these latter days. 
Therefore, those most ludicrously irrational attempts to bury 
Noah in the ark; and to immerse the ark in the flood; fo bury 
Israel in the highway opened through the sea; and ¢o cover the 
Apostles in “the sound” reverberating through the house, at 
Pentecost, in order to find a baptism, are extravagances which, 
among all the extravagances of the ages, stand unrivalled. 

This is said, with the clear perception and full recognition of 
the historic fact, that through long centuries, Christian baptism 
was administered with the body naked and the water covering 
every part. Whether this historic fact conflicts in the slightest 
degree with the statement above made, namely, That Christian 
baptism as consisting in a dipping into water is a novelty and has 
no place in the history of the church for more than a thousand 
years after its establishment, will receive consideration in its 
place. 
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CHRISTIANITY HAS BUT ONE DISTINCTIVE BAPTISM WHICH IS 
BY THE HOLY GHOST INTO THE LORD JESUS CHRIST. 


EPHEsIAns 4: 5. 
Bic Ktpuoc, pla nioreg, év Barrioua. 
‘‘ There is one body, and one Spirit, even as ye are called in one hope of 
your calling ; 
‘©QOne Lord, one faith, one baptism, 


“ One God and Father of all, who is above all, and through all, and ifyou 
all.’ 


‘* One Baptism.” 


Professor J. L. Dagg (Manual of Theo., Southern Bapt. Pub. 
Soc., p. 16), states the following objection and reply: ‘* Objection. 
Paul teaches that there is one baptism. Now, there is a baptism 
of the Spirit; and if water baptism is a perpetual ordinance of 
Christianity, there are.two baptisms instead of one.” 

‘* Answer. Paul says, ‘ One Lord, one faith, one baptism.’ As 
he uses the words Lord and faith, in their literal sense, so he 
uses the word baptism in its literal sense. In this sense there is 
but one baptism. John the Baptist foretold that Christ would 
baptize with the Holy Spirit: And Jesus said to his disciples, 
‘Ye shall be baptized with the baptism that I am baptized with.’ 
Both these baptisms were known to Paul. These figurative bap- 
tisms were two in number: while the literal baptism was but one. 
He must therefore have intended the latter.” 

1. This reasoning is not satisfactory. Itis a mistake to say: The 
baptism by the Holy Ghost foretold by John as characteristic of 
the Coming One, is a distinct baptism from that declared by the 
Saviour, ‘‘ Ye shall be baptized with the baptism that I am bap- 
tized with.” The first statement announces a Divine and efficient 
agency in baptism ; the second announces the nature of the bap- 
tism which the disciples of Christ in all ages must receive, 
namely, the baptism of the Cross, which has a sin-remitting 
power and all the virtues of a perfected atonement, which bap- 
tism is expressed as a baptism into Christ—' as many as have 
been baptized into Jesus Curist, have been baptized into HIs 
DEATH.” This baptism is effected by the Holy Ghost. The state- 
ments of John and of Christ, therefore, do not declare two bap- 
tisms but the divine Agent, and the ‘one baptism” of Christianity 
effected by that divine Agent. 
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2. The reasoning is defective, because it assumes that “ Lord” 
and “faith” being spoken of literally, therefore ‘‘ baptism” must 
be spoken of physically. Thisisanerror. ‘ Baptism” represents 
the phrase “ baptism into Christ,” and this phrase expresses a 
reality as absolute as does “ Lotd” or “faith.” In the phrase 
‘“‘ faith upon Christ” (which is represented by “ faith”) there is 
no more of the physical than there is in ‘ baptism into Christ ” 
which is condensed into the one word * baptism.” 

3. A third error is in the assumption of a baptism into water. 
There is no such thing in the New Testament. Baptism, with 
water into Christ, symbolizes the real purification effected in the 
baptism, by the Holy Ghost into Christ. The conclusion falls 
- with the unwarranted assumption on which it rests. And the 
‘objection ” remains, namely: According to the theory there are 
two baptisms (the one in the Holy Ghost, the other in water) 
which enter (Dr. Dagg seems to admit, although other of his 
friends do not) into the constitution of Christianity; and thus 
the theory is placed in opposition to the statement by Paul, that 
Christianity has but “ one baptism.” 

Dr. Carson (p. 212), adopts another line of argument: ‘ We 
learn from Ephes. 4:5 that there is but one baptism. Now, as 
the baptism of the Commission cannot possibly extend to infants, 
if there is such a thing as infant baptism, there must be two bap- 
tisms. If then there is but one baptism, there can be no infant 
baptism.” 

This logical dart we catch upon our shield and let it drop into 
the dust, thus: Baptism into Christ by the Holy Ghost (the ‘one 
baptism” of Christianity) is essential to salvation; Infants, by 
the admission of Dr. Carson, receive salvation; therefore, the 
baptism of the Commission, so far as it is the ‘‘one baptism ” of 
Christianity, does apply to infants. Or, ad hominem; Baptism 
of the body in water, cannot possibly identify with baptism of 
the soul in the Holy Ghost; therefore, since it is affirmed that 
there is a baptism of the soul in the Holy Ghost, if there be such 
a thing as a baptism of the body in water, there must be two bap- 
tisms; but Paul teaches that there is but ‘one baptism,” there- 
fore, there can be no baptism of the body in water. 

R. Inauam (Christian Baptism, p. 7, London): “ Ephes. 4 : 5; 
‘One Lord, one faith, one baptism ;’ we do not believe that the bap- 
tism of the Spirit is here meant, from the fact that baptism in or 
by water was the instituted and well-known ordinance of the church 
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of Christ, and that the divine Spirit had been mentioned in the 
immediately preceding verse; also because water baptism com- 
manded by Christ, and practiced and enjoined by the apostles, 
must now have ceased, if the apostle here refers to the baptism 
of the Spirit ; or there must have been two baptisms; or the apos- 
tle must have been guilty of an omission, nay, of a misstatement, 
in saying that there was ‘one baptism.’ ‘To consider this the 
baptism of the Spirit is, we think, in opposition to all the candid.” 

The reasons for this conclusion are: 1. ‘Water baptism was 
the instituted and well-known ordinance of the Church.” "This 
reason is founded in the error that water baptism constitutes a 
wholly distinct and diverse baptism from that baptism which is 
by the Holy Ghost, dislocating ‘“‘ water” from its divinely ap- 
pointed relation to the baptism as a symbol agency, and convert- 
ing it into (what is every way impossible) a receiving element. 2. 
‘‘ The divine Spirit had been mentioned in the preceding verse.” 
This is most true; and the mention is most adverse to the con- 
clusion. ‘There is one body, and one Spirit,” is the statement ; 
and this statement identifies itself, most unmistakably, with 1 
Cor. 12: 138, ** We are all baptized by onE Spirit into ONE BODY ;” 
and this latter statement declares one universal baptism under 
Christianity received by all who are received into the body of 
Christ, which baptism is by the divine Spirit. This must be the 
“one baptism.” 3. ‘If this be baptism of the Spirit, water bap- 
tism must have ceased.” This is not an alternative. It is founded 
on an entire misconception of the rite, as noticed in “1;” 4. “Or 
there must have been two baptisms.” Nor is this an alternative. 
There is no second baptism in the rite wholly diverse in purport 
and genus from the baptism effected by the Holy Ghost. This 
would be absurd. Does the lamb bleeding on the altar of Abel 
and Noah and Abraham embody truth wholly diverse from that 
exhibited in the Lamb of God bleeding on the Cross? Do the 
bread and the wine in the Lord’s Supper embody truth wholly di- 
verse from that in the broken body and shed blood of Christ 
received by faith through the Holy Ghost? Were the purifyings 
of Judaism or Heathenism two purifyings, or sprinklings, or pour- 
ings, or dippings, or washings, or one purification, effected by 
essential power attributed to the rite, or symbolizing in shadow 
what a higher power must effect in reality? A rite must, in its 
essence, represent a higher kindred reality. But if the essence 
(that without which it cannot be) of ritual baptism be a dipping 
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into water, then there is absolutely nothing in the higher related 
truth of baptism by the Holy Ghost, which it can represent. Nor 
is there anything in the language of Scripture to justify the idea, 
that Christian baptism is a dipping into waTER. The Scriptures 
teach, that after the Coming One baptism would be by the Holy 
Ghost ‘‘into repentance,” ‘into the remission of sins,” ‘into 
Jesus Christ,” and it is a pure absurdity to imagine, that ritual 
baptism would be another and diverse baptism, or any cther bap- 
tism more or less than this same baptism symbolized. Therefore 
John says, ‘* I (Sdate) symbolly, baptize you (els petdvorav) into re- 
pentance ;” this is all that I can do; but there cometh after me a 
Mightier One who can and “who will baptize you (é& Ivedpare) 
divinely, really, into repentance.” As John preached a real bap- 
tism into repentance as necessary for the soul, and ritually ad- 
ministered a symbol baptism (with water) into repentance; so 
Christianity preaches the necessity for the real baptism of the 
soul into Christ, and administers a symbol baptism (with water) 
“into Christ.” 

This obvious truth is recognized by Dr. Pepper (Prof. of Theol., 
Crozer Bapt. Theo. Sem.) in his work on Baptism and Communion, 
p- 20: ** The gospel spoken is the interpretation of the gospel em- 
bodied in ordinances. Gospel and ordinances are the same thing 
in two forms ; in the form of words and in the form of deeds.” 
This precludes “two” baptisms. There may be “one baptism ” 
under two forms; but two forms of one baptism can never con- 
stitute two baptisms. The Scriptures teach “one baptism ” into 
Christ under two forms, 1. Real, by the Holy Ghost; 2. Ritual, by 
water. The alternative presented ‘‘or water baptism must have 
ceased,” is, therefore, groundless. 5. ‘* Or the apostle must have 
been guilty of an omission, nay of a misstatement.” This is only 
saying, ‘* My notions about baptism are right or the Holy Ghost 
by whom the apostle spoke has spoken falsely.” Such language 
is utterly inexcusable from any man under any circumstances. A 
Roman Catholic priest said from the altar, in my hearing, that 
what he had been preaching was the truth, and if he were to be 
called into the presence of God and God were to say, that he was 
in error, he would answer God by declaring—* Tou art the Au- 
thor of my error.” Is not this blasphemy? Dr. Carson not only 
says: “If the angel Gabriel were to differ from him as to the 
meaning of a Greek word, he would ‘ order him to school:’” but, 
that inspired writers do not tell the truth unless his interpreta- 
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tions of Greek are true. Any man who thinks, that it invests his 
name with honor or his argument with power, to compare, depre- 
ciatingly, the scholarship of Gabriel with his own, is welcome to 
do it; but when Romish priest, or Dr. Carson, or R. Ingham, de- 
clares, under any contingency, ‘I am true, or Gop 7s false ;” the 
most lenient judgment that can be passed is—He has lost his head. 

The apostle is neither ‘‘ guilty of omission or of misstatement.” 
There is but one distinctive baptism of Christianity which is ‘into 
Curist,” being really accomplished by the divine Agent, the oy: 
Ghost, and ritually symbolized by pure water. 

Thus the error of Ingham is exposed and the truth of Paul is 
vindicated. 

ALEXANDER CAMPBELL, of Bethany (Design of Baptism, p. 252) : 
‘¢ Hphes. 4:5. Now if there be but one baptism, and if it appear 
that both the New Testament dispensations of baptism, by John 
and by the Apostles, clearly affirm a connection between baptism 
and the remission of sins—must it not follow that the only divinely 
instituted baptism is for the remission of sins?” 

The logic of this argumentation may be commended to Dagg, 
and Carson, and Ingham, as worthy to be laid by the side of 
their own. How they will maintain their logical “one dipping 
into water,” and escape this other logical “one dipping into 
water For the remission of sins,” I do not know. For myself, 
repudiating the dipping into water as more foundationless than 
a dream of the night, I accept as the very truth of God, one 
divinely appointed baptism by the Holy Ghost “into Christ” for 
the remission of sins, which result is invariably attendant upon 
such baptism by the Holy Ghost, and is as invariably symbolized 
by the ritual administration of this same baptism. 

When the chaff is winnowed from the wheat this logical demon- 
stration evaporates. 


“Ey Bantiopa. 


When Paul says, there is ‘‘one baptism” of Christianity, he 
cannot mean that there is but one baptism mentioned in con- 
nection with Christianity. Such baptisms are, in fact, very many 
in number and very various in character. Passing by the men- 
tion of Jewish baptisms which appear in the New Testament, and 
in which the use of water by sprinkling, or pouring, or otherwise, 
was probably the same, while the baptism itself was wholly di- 
verse in character from every baptism under Christianity (being 


‘Ey Bdxztiopa. 349 


ceremonial purification, which has no place in Christianity), we 
have: 1. Baptism (e/s perdvorav) into repentance; 2. Baptism (es 
dgeow dpaptwy) into the remission of sins; 3. The personal covy- 
enant baptism of Christ, “‘to fulfil all righteousness;” 4. The 
personal baptism of Christ by the Holy Ghost ‘‘ without meas- 
ure,” in order to the fulfilment of this covenant engagement ; 
5. The personal baptism of Christ in the actual fulfilment of this 
covenant engagement, by baptism into penal death upon the 
Cross; 6. The baptism of the Apostles by the Holy Ghost at 
Pentecost, endowing them with gifts and power for the Apostle- 
ship; 7. The ritual, symbol baptism of the Samaritans ‘‘into the 
name of the Lord Jesus;” 8. The baptism of Cornelius and 
- friends by the Holy Ghost endowing with miraculous gifts, but 
diverse from the kindred baptizing endowment of the Apostles, 
in that these gifts were not such as to qualify for the Apostle- 
ship; 9. Baptism into Moses; 10. Baptism into Paul; 11. Bap- 
tism ‘* by one Spirit into one body,” including regeneration and 
endowment, without either of which there can be no membership 
in the body of Christ; 12. Baptism ‘into the name of the Father, 
and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost,” which is consequent 
upon and the consummation of baptism ‘into Christ.” 

Here are twelve baptisms mentioned in connection with Chris- 
tianity, each differing in some material respect from every other, 
and yet all agreeing in one respect, meeting and melting together 
in the “one baptism” into Jesus Curist. 

Could proof be more absolute, that while Christianity acknowl- 
edges that there are a thousand lords, she teaches that, in the 
highest sense, there is but ‘‘one Lord” =Jrsus Curist; and 
while she acknowledges, that there are ten thousand objects of 
faith, she teaches that there is transcendently above all others, 
‘one Faith” = upon Jesus Curist; and while she acknowledges 
that there are multa genera baptismatum, and does herself present 
many species, yet she teaches, that all her promises centre in 
‘Sone baptism” — into Jusus Curist, which sin-remitting and 
soul-regenerating baptism is both preparative for and causative 
of that ultimate, endless, and amazing baptism into the Name 
of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. As for this ‘one baptism” 
being a dipping into water, there is so little of real evidence to 
sustain such idea, that, if put under a microscope of a magnify- 
ing power of one million times it would remain still invisible. 
Nothing cannot by any multiplication be made something. 


‘ 
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Conctl. Carthaginens. 


Demetrius a Septiminus said: ‘‘ We guard the one baptism, 
because we claim for the church catholic that which solely be- 
longs to her. But they who say that heretics do baptize truly 
and legitimately, they make not one but many baptisms. For 
since heresies are many, baptisms must be computed according 
to the number of heresies.” 

This language could not be used with any propriety if the 
“one baptism” were a dipping into water. The multiplicity of 
the baptisms turns on the number of the heresies. But no one 
ever imagined that every heresy had a different way of dipping 
into water. The different baptisms, then, must be found in the 
diverse doctrines taught. As ‘teaching to delight in pleasures 
and lusts” effected a baptism of its own, so, teaching any partic- 
ular heresy effected a baptism of its own. ‘These heretical bap- 
tisms were not various dippings into water, or connected with 
water in any way, but with teaching. They were ‘baptisms of 
doctrine” (Heb. 6: 2). 

JEROME (Comm. in loc.), XI, 831: ‘“‘ Unum corpus, et unus 
spiritus. .. . Unus Dominus, una fides, unum baptisma. Cum 
omnes in unum corpus baptizati, eamdem Spiritum acceperint: 
Since all have been baptized into one body, they receive the same 
Spirit.” 

Jerome, certainly, did not regard this ‘‘ one baptism” as a dip- 
ping into water; but as that spiritual baptism which all Christians 
receive being *“* baptized by one Spirit into one body.” 

Cyrit of Jerusalem: The creed required of those about to be 
baptized, under Cyril Archbishop of Jerusalem, has for its ninth 
article, this: “I believe in (& Partiopa petavotas cig ageaw dpapttay) 
one baptism of repentance into the remission of sins ;” the same 
as in the Nicene Creed. 

This creed is not indicative of a faith in dipping into water as 
the ‘one baptism.” Repentance is the gift of God; and ‘+ a bap- 
tism into remission of sins,” originating in repentance, must be 
the work of the Holy Spirit. 

Ianarius (921) says: ‘Ey de xat td Barticpa, to etg tov Oavatoy tod 
Kvptod ddWopsvov: * There is also one baptism, that which is given 
into the death of our Lord.” This is, by eminence, the one primal 
baptism of Christianity. Ignatius had no faith in water dipping 
as the ‘one baptism.” 
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Dr. Pusey. 


Pusry (Holy Baptism, p. 162) says: ‘**One Lord;’ one faith 
in Him; ‘one Baptism’ into Him; and so into Gop the Father 
who is above all, the Author of all; God the Son who is through 
all, as having been by Him created; God the Holy Ghost, who is 
in all” ... (p. 163). And so among the ancient Fathers, St. 
Gregory of Nazianzen: ‘‘One Lord, one faith, one baptism. 
What say ye, ye destructive baptists, and anabaptists? Can one 
be spiritual without the Spirit? or honoreth he who is baptized 
into one created and a fellow-servant? Not so, not so. I will 
not belie thee, Unoriginated Father; I will not belie thee, Only 
- Begotten Word; I will not belie thee, Holy Spirit. I know whom 
I have confessed, whom renounced, with whom been united.” 

In a note it is stated: ‘‘ The Eunomians rebaptized in the name 
of the Father uncreated, and the Son created, and the Holy Ghost 
created by the created Son.” 

This Eunomian baptism shows, that the ‘ untrue and illegitimate 
baptisms of heretics” did not consist in a departure from a dip- 
ping into water, but in a * baptism of doctrine” which abandoned 
the true baptism “into the name of the Father, and of the Son, 
and of the Holy Ghost.” 

Evidence from every legitimate source rejects the idea, that this 
passage has any reference to a dipping into water, and confirms 
the position, that it is purely spiritual in all of its elements. 

“One Lord,” Jesus Curist; * One faith,” upon Jesus CuRistT; 
“ One baptism,” into Jesus Cunisy. 


CHRISTIC BAPTISM: 


PASSAGES OF SCRIPTURE IN WHICH THERE IS SUP- 
POSED TO BE AN ALLUSION TO BAPTISM. 


“ 
PURIFICATION. 


Joun 8: 25. 
Tlepi xabapiopodv. 


‘¢ Then there arose a question between some of John’s disciples and the 
Jews about purifying.” 


THERE are a few passages of Scripture in which the word 
baptism does not occur but which have, very generally, been 
- supposed to refer to it. Among these there are some which have 
exerted a very powerful influence in moulding doctrinal views, as 
involved in the subject of baptism, and, also, the mode of admin- 
istering the rite. It is, therefore, desirable to take brief notice 
of some of these passages. 

The passage now to be considered is not one of those deeply 
influential passages, and yet it has a really important bearing on 
the subject, and justly claims attention. 


Diverse Reading. 


There is a diversity of reading (/ovdatou— lnvdatwy), as to the 
singular or plural form of the word denoting the party in opposi- 
tion to the disciples of John. The Baptist translation adopts the 
singular form (‘‘ with a Jew”), and in the Quarto translation with 
notes, says: ‘* Almost all modern translators and editors regard 
this as the true reading. All, I believe, reject /ovdaiwr, of the 
Textus Receptus, as spurious.” Whether the singular or the plural 
of this word be adopted is a matter of no essential moment; but 
so long as the Codex Sinaiticus presents the plural form the 
Textus Receptus may be allowed to stand. The translator adds 
farther: ‘I confess that I consider the conjectural emendation 
of Bentley, adopted by Penn (/yjo0u), sustained by an overwhelm- 
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ing weight of internal evidence; but, as there is, as far as known, 
no manuscriptal authority for this reading, I dare not recommend 
its adoption.” Markland agrees with Bentley and others, in the 
change suggested; but the reasons assigned (from internal evi- 
dence) is no more satisfactory than that from external evidence, 
which is confessed to be, nothing. 

If the discussion be made to take place between the disciples 
of John and the disciples of Jesus, the entire statement of the 
Scripture is revolutionized, and instead of a discussion respect- 
ing purification, we have a discussion respecting the comparative 
personal merits of John and Jesus: ‘The disciples of John must 
have felt their vanity wounded while the Jew, probably, gave it 

_as his opinion, that the baptism of Jesus was more effectual than 
that of John” (Olshausen); ‘‘ The Jews resorted to Jesus, while 
the disciples of John were contending, that purifying ought to be 
sought from John” (Bengel); ‘The Jews, doubtless, had been 
baptized by the disciples of Jesus, and preferred that baptism to 
John’s” (Bloomfield). These interpretations depart essentially 
from the Scripture record in two radical particulars: 1. In chang- 
ing the discussion from (zep¢ xafaptopod) ‘ purification” to the 
personal merits of John and Jesus, for which there was no ground, 
as the testimony of John had been clear and profound, from the 
beginning, on that point; and as to the comparative value of the 
baptism administered by John and by the disciples of Jesus (‘ for 
Jesus himself baptized not’) there is no evidence whatever of 
any diversity existing or being supposed to exist; 2. The conver- 
sion of ‘the Jews,” or of ‘the Jew,” into disciples of the Lord 
Jesus Christ, is destitute of all Scripture warrant. It is incredi- 
ble that the disciples of Jesus would be designated as ‘‘ Jews” in 
contradistinction from the disciples of John. And as for the 
substitution of Jesus for “ Jew” in the text (in opposition to all 
MSS. and construction) this arguing in a circle is presented. 
The true text is ‘‘ Jesus,” because the discussion was between the 
disciples of John and of Jesus, and the discussion was between 
the disciples of John and of Jesus, because the true text is 
¢ Jesus.” 

We must look for something better than this. 


“ About Purifying.” 


We take the text as it stands (substantially the same whether 
28 
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“Jews” or Jew): There arose a question from among the dis- 
ciples of John with some Jews about purifying.” 

That such a question should arise between these parties was 
not only natural, but was one which could by no possibility be 
escaped. The Jews had their “ purifyings” before John’s mis- 
sion or birth. They had a sharply defined character and met with 
universal acceptance. The true nature of Jewish purifyings was 
a ceremonial purification; but it is very doubtful whether the 
popular mind rested in this as its whole value, or did not fail to 
see beyond this a higher purification (spiritual) still remaining. 
In the midst of this condition of things John came preaching an 
exclusively spiritual purification, one relating to the soul and not 
to the body; to be effected by repentance and not by water. I 
say this was an exclusively spiritual purification, because the rite 
which was associated with it was not of the nature of Jewish 
purifying rites; it purified nothing; it was only a symbol of the 
spiritual purification. Jewish purifyings, on the contrary, had 
an essential power to effect the purification for which they were 
appointed, namely, to remove ceremonial defilement and estab- 
lish ceremonial purification. These characteristics seem to be 
brought to view by the language of Josephus (Jew. Ant., xviii, 
62). ‘* John exhorted the Jews to cultivate virtue and observing 
uprightness toward one another, and piety toward God, to come 
(Santispw) for baptizing; for thus (fdztow) the baptizing would 
appear acceptable to him, not using it for the remission of sins, 
but for purity of the body, provided, that the soul has been pre- 
viously (xpoczzezabappéys) purified by righteousness.” 

In this statement Josephus announces very clearly the spiritual 
purification with its fruits, as preached by John. He seems to 
imply, that John charged the Jews with using their purifyings to 
obtain the remission of sins, and taught their unacceptableness 
to God for any such purpose; while he declared that the rite he 
introduced would be acceptable to God, not for the remission of 
sins, but as a symbol of purity, “when the soul had first been 
purified (dexatociy) by righteousness,” and not by water. 

Now, it was precisely this preaching of John which antagonized 
Jewish ceremonial purification, and which necessitated “a ques- 
tion about purifying” between those Jews who accepted John’s 
teaching and those Jews who, rejecting it maintained the suffi- 
ciency of their old purifyings. 

Kadapicpod, has greater breadth than the fdxteopos, ceremonial 
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purifying, of the Jew, or the Sdztiopa petavotas, spiritual purifica- 
tion of John; and is therefore, here, properly used, in its generic 
character, to inetd both. It is capable, in proper circumstances, 
of being used when either specific idea is designed to be ex- 
pressed ; and is, as a matter of fact, so used abundantly. 

This discussion, then, was as the Scriptures declare, most 
strictly ‘about purifying.” 


REGENERATION. 


JoHN 38:5. 


"Auhv apgv Aéyo cot, Hav wy tee yevunOh && bdatoc cat Uvebparoc, ov dbvarat 
eloeMOeiv cic THY BactAeiav Tov OEod. 


‘( Verily, verily, I say unto thee, Except a man be born of water and 
the Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom of God.” 


EMistoricat Fact. 


This passage of Scripture has, by the interpretation given to it, 
more profoundly moulded the conception of Christian ritual bap- 
tism than any or all other passages beside. Ata very early period 
it was quoted as bearing on this rite, and very soon it was 
accepted as expounding its nature and value. REGENERATION was 
supposed to be the result of the co-action of the water and the 
Holy Spirit. On this there was a very wide agreement perpetu- 
ated through more than a thousand years. 

There was but little attempt to make such a view accord with 
the teaching of other passages of Scripture; or to make a ritual 
regeneration harmonize with their own oftentimes eminently 
spiritual views of truth and the way of salvation. 


Interpretation. 


It is not easy to make a brief statement of baptismal regenera- 
tion as the faith of these early Christians without doing injustice 
to their general faith and Christian life. 

The belief, that the suuL is regenerated and sins remitted by a 
RITE is so wholly alien from the entire spirit of the Christian 
system, that it seems impossible that the two could be held 
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together. And it.is not too much to say, that they cannot, consist- 
ently, be so held. And they were not by these Christians. There 
was so much of truth and duty required before this rite could be 
received, and there was so much truth coincident with it, and 
subsequent to it, that the error as to the power of the rite was 
greatly lost in encompassing truth. To hold such a radical error 
in connection with the Christian system without constant prac- 
tical embarrassment and the necessity for adjustment, is no more 
possible, than to hold that the earth is the centre of the Solar 
system without being compelled to call in aid to meet constantly 
emerging difficulties. 

Repentance and faith were required before baptism; so that 
they were scripturally regenerated before they were baptismally 
regenerated. And for sins committed after baptism repentance 
was necessary or the baptismal regeneration lost its efficacy. 
Truth under such circumstances largely nullified the error. Still, 
it is most true, that such an error cannot be held under any cir- 
cumstances without most pernicious results. 


Dr. Pusey. 


None can be supposed better qualified to give a just and clear 
statement as to what is ‘‘ Baptismal regeneration” than Dr. Pusey. 
But he says (pp. 21, 39): ‘‘ While this is easy in some respects, 
it is not easy in others. The difficulty is twofold: First, from its 
being a mystery; Secondly, from men being in these days inclined 
to lower that mystery.” But these reasons are not adequate ex- 
planations of the facts. The true cause of the difficulty is in the 
essential impracticability of adjusting so serious an error with the 
obvious truths of the Christian system. Dr. Pusey adds: “ Nico- 
demus asked, How can these things be? and most of our questions 
about Baptismal Regeneration are Nicodemus’s questions. We 
know it in its author, God; in its instrument, Baptism; in its 
end, salvation, union with Christ, sonship to God, resurrection 
from the dead, and the life of the world to come.” 

If this can be said, in any rational sense, to be the end secured 
by ritual baptism, then what need of preaching the gospel, or 
doing anything else, than to go through the world ritually bap- 
tizing men? Any answer to this question which brings in the 
necessity for the knowledge of the truth, and prayer, and repent- 
ance, and faith, is a pure abatuoneens of the position—* the 
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instrument is Baptism; and its end is union to Christ, and sal- 
vation.” 

It is farther said: ‘One may then define regeneration to be 
that act whereby God takes us out of our relation to Adam, and 
makes us actual. members of his Son, and so His sons, and heirs 
of God through Christ. This is our new birth, an actual birth of 
‘God, of water, and of the Spirit, as we were actually born of our 
natural parents; herein then also are we justified, or both ac- 
counted and made righteous, since we are made members of him 
who is alone righteous; freed from past sin, whether original or 
actual; have a new principle of life imparted to us, since having 
been made members of Christ, we have a portion of his life, or of 
Him who is our life; herein also we have the hope of the resurrec- 
tion and of immortality, because we have been made partakers 
of his resurrection, and have risen again with Him.” 

“Our birth (when the direct means are spoken of) is attributed 
to the Baptism of water and of the Spirit, and to that only. Had 
our new birth in one passage only been connected with Baptism 
and had it in five hundred passages been spoken of in connec- 
tion with other causes, still the truth in Holy Scripture is not 
less God’s truth because contained in one passage only... . There 
is no hint that Regeneration can be obtained in any way but by 
Baptism, or if totally lost could be restored... . A commence- 
ment of life in Christ after baptism is as little consonant with the 
general representations of Scripture, as a commencement of phys- 
ical life long after our natural birth is with the order of his provi- 
dence. . . . The Christian church uniformly, for fifteen centuries, 
interpreted these words (John 3:5) of Baptism; on the ground 
of this text alone they urged the necessity of Baptism; upon it, 
mainly, they identified regeneration with Baptism. If, then, this 
be an error, would our Saviour have used words which (since 
water was already used in the Jews’ and John’s baptism) must 
inevitably and did lead his Church into error? One should think 
that the words ‘of water’ (upon which in his immediate converse 
with Nicodemus the Saviour does not dwell) were added with the 
very view that his Church should thence learn the truth, which 
she has transmitted—that ‘regeneration’ is the gift of God, in 
this life, in Baptism only. The misuse of this text has ended in 
the scarcely disguised indifference or contempt of an ordinance 
of our Saviour.” 
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Analogy of Faith. 


This statement of the doctrine of “ Baptismal Regeneration ” 
places it in bold and irreconcilable antagonism with the Analogy 
of the Christian Faith. A claim is made for water, a physical 
element, as an efficient cause in the remission of sins and in the 
spiritual regeneration of the soul. This introduces a foreign 
element into the otherwise spiritual agencies of the Christian 
system. And in particular it antagonizes the principle laiddown 
by the Saviour, in this connection, ‘That which is born of the 
flesh is flesh; and that which is born of the Spirit is spirit ;” 
according to which principle, that which is born of (receives its 
existence from) any physical substance, must partake of the 
characteristics of that substance. But in water there is no quality 
which could originate the remission of sins or a spiritual regen- 
eration. And in accordance with this principle, John preached 
repentance with the promise of the remission of sins; the Saviour 
commanded repentance and remission of sins to be preached 
among all people; he himself preached, ‘‘ Except ye repent ye 
shall all likewise perish;” Peter preached both repentance and 
faith as the essential elements requisite for the remission of sins; 
Paul preached ‘‘ Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ and thou shalt 
. be saved ;” and so, ‘ Being born again of incorruptible seed, by 
the word of God;” “I have begotten you through the Gospel ;” 
‘“Of his own will begat he us by the word of truth.” These 
agencies exhibit diversity with unity. They are spiritual and 
therefore capable of giving birth to spiritual results; but they all 
differ in this respect from water, and therefore by principle of 
nature, as well as by the Analogy of Faith, it is excluded from 
the Christian system as causative of spiritual results. 


Baptism. 


Dr. Pusey very frequently uses “ Baptism” as though it were 
in the passage. It is not there, and it cannot be put into it; for 
the question at issue is as to its right to be there. What the 
Scriptures say directly of baptism forbids any such interpretation 
of ‘‘ water’ in this passage as is assigned to it under the claim 
that it represents ritual baptism. John assigns to water a very 
subordinate place in the ritual baptism into repentance, saying, 
‘““T indeed baptize you with water into repentance, but there 
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cometh one after me mightier than I, He shall baptize you with 
the Holy Ghost.” He places a great gulf between baptism with 
water and baptism with the Holy Ghost. The disciples of Christ 
baptized symbolly with water, while he did not, but reserved to 
himself the real baptism by the Holy Spirit. When ‘the promise 
of the Spirit had been received,” the Lord Jesus Christ baptized 
by the Spirit, only, at Pentecost, and not with any commingling 
of water. Cornelius was baptized by the Spirit, simply, by the 
Lord Jesus Christ; and afterward by water, simply, by Peter. 
The Samaritans were baptized by Philip with water, simply, and 
afterward, through Peter, received special gift of the Holy Ghost. 
Simon Magus was baptized with water, and yet he remained un- 
- regenerate, ‘‘his heart not right in the sight of God,” and Re- 
pentance was held out to him as the only hope of the forgiveness 
of sin and the regeneration of his soul. The thief upon the cross 
was not baptized with water, but did repent, and did believe, and 
was made regenerate, so that he did ‘‘ enter into the kingdom of 
God.” Paul said that “‘he was not sent to baptize with water, 
but to preach the Gospel,” which he never could have said if 
Baptism with water is the way to remit sin, to regenerate the 
soul, to ingraft into Christ, and to make sons of God, and not by 
the preaching of the Gospel. For Paul declares (Acts 26: 15+18) 
that he was sent ‘‘'To open the eyes of the Gentiles, and to turn. 
them from darkness to light, and from the power of Satan to God, 
that they might receive forgiveness of sins and inheritance among 
them that are sanctified through faith in Christ.” The baptismal 
power ascribed to water in John 3:5, to remit sins and to regen- 
erate souls, must go down before truths and facts like these. 


Elements of Interpretation. 


The true interpretation of a passage is oftentimes hopelessly 
obscured by its dislocation from the time, and place, and person, 
and circumstance, out of which it sprang; and an attempt to ad- 
just it with times, and places, and persons, and circumstances, 
which are foreign to its origin. The interpretation of this pas- 
sage has been thus embarrassed. Its deeply Jewish surroundings 
have been ignored; and it has not only been brought into Chris- 
tianity and its colorings, but is made to utter the profoundest tone 
sounding throughout all her teachings and controlling doctrinal 
utterances. Let us, then, restore this passage to its divinely 
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established affiliations and see whether much, if not all, of em- 
barrassment in its interpretation will not be removed. 

1. These words were spoken in the midst of Judaism. The 
entire life and death of the Lord Jesus Christ were within the 
Jewish economy. All of its rites and ceremonies, as divinely ap- 
pointed, were in legitimate existence. These divinely appointed 
rites had greatly suffered both from misinterpretation and by 
human additions; through which their worship was made vain, 
‘teaching for doctrines the commandments of men.” In these 
circumstances, while teachings that look beyond Judaism may be 
expected, yet it is most evidently true, that the Lord Jesus Christ 
is singularly reticent as to the future, and slow to lift the veil from 
the individual peculiarities of the coming dispensation. As might 
be anticipated, our Lord was largely engaged in meeting issues 
which were crowding around him, and in so doing establishing 
principles for all ages. It would then be most remarkable, if in 
the midst of Judaism, and in a private interview with a Jew 
steeped in Judaism, the Saviour had,.at a bound, passed beyond 
this peculiar atmosphere, and announced a truth kept hidden 
from the foundation of the world, and which was to reign with 
regal supremacy and splendor in another dispensation, to wit: 
that WATER was the essential means chosen of God to remit sins, 
to regenerate the soul, to reconcile to Himself, and to introduce 
into life everlasting! Such announcement, under such circum- 
stances, is not what we would look for. It sounds more like the 
projection of Jewish errors intensified to the last degree, into the 
new dispensation, rather than a correction of the disposition “ to 
make. clean the outside of the cup and the platter.” 

2. These words were spoken by Him whom John had forean- 
nounced as the Baptizer with the Holy Ghost. John had, by his 
ministry, introduced an element in the most absolute antagonism 
with the perverted notions of the value of Jewish rites, as well as 
with the end for which others had, by superstition, been added to 
them. This element was a spiritual baptism purifying the soul 
by repentance, without which water washings, with their ceremo- 
nial purifications, were worthless. Such teaching could not but 
awaken attention, beget discussion, and induce opposition. There 
was a widespread and profound movement among the people; 
there was ‘*‘a discussion between the disciples of John and the 
Jews about purifying ;” there was a rejection of his spiritual bap- 
tism and an adherence to their water washings by many, and there 
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was a rejection by John, of others who came without apprebend- 
ing the true nature of this spiritual baptism, and in their old spirit 
sought to add another water washing to their already extended 
list. 

This standard of spiritual baptism, accompanied and illustrated 
by symbol water, was lifted up by John in antagonism to the 
popular water washings, and as the true exposition of those puri- 
fying rites established in the Jewish economy. And this was 
done with the declared design to prepare the way for the Coming 
One whose baptism was to be exclusively by the Holy Spirit, to 
the rejection not only of human water washings (which effected 
nothing, but the increase of sin) but, also, of Jewish water rites 
- which did, by divine appointment, effect ceremonial purification ; 
for the water under the new dispensation was no longer to effect 
a purification of any kind, but merely to be used as a symbol of 
that purification effected by a crucified and atoning Redeemer 
through the Holy Spirit. And now this divine Baptizer, who was 
foretold and whose coming has been thus prepared, has come, and 
the text introduces us into his presence, and into that of one 
other, who is his sole auditor. Who that auditor is, it is impor- 
tant for us to know. 

3. These words of the Baptizer by the Holy Ghost are spoken 
to a Jew, to a Ruler of the Jews, to a Teacher of the Jews, to a 
Pharisee of the Jews, to a Jew, therefore, of the intensest type. 

There is every probability that this Jew had rejected the spiritual 
baptism of John, as subordinating Jewish rites and teaching that 
they were of no essential spiritual value. This is probable, be- 
cause he was not merely a Jew, and a Ruler, and a Teacher, but 
because he was a Pharisee. The Pharisees were ‘“‘the straitest 
sect” of the Jewish religion (Acts 26:5); they were characterized 
by the Lord Jesus Christ, himself (Matt. 23:25), as ‘making 
clean the outside of the cup and of the platter, while within 
they were full of extortion and excess ;” he commanded them 
(v. 26), ‘‘to cleanse jirst that which is within the cup and platter, 
that the outside of them may be clean also.” It is certain, that 
the Pharisees, as a class, did reject this spiritual baptism, of John 
(Luke 7 : 30)—** The Pharisees rejected the counsel of God against 
themselves, not being baptized of John.” It 1s morally certain, 
that this Jew had not accepted the teaching of John because of 
adherence to misunderstood divinely appointed Jewish rites, or 
because of the acceptance of such as had been humanly estab- 
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lished; possibly for both reasons. What, now, to such a Jew 
would be the teaching of the Lord Jesus Christ? Would he 
ignore that man’s state of mind? Would he repudiate the teach- 
ing of John which had prepared the way for his own coming as 
the Great and exclusively spiritual Baptizer? Would he point to 
a future dispensation, announcing a truth without any practical 
bearing upon the case of the earnest inquirer before Him? Do 
not such questions answer themselves? Suppose it to be true, 
that under Christianity waTER was to be the means for waghing 
away sin and regenerating the soul, what is that to Nicodemus? 
He is not under Christianity, nor within the reach of such wonder- 
working water. It is an anachronism to apply such water of 
Christianity to the case of this Jew. He wants knowledge for 
his own case. He wants salvation for his own soul. He wants a 
passage-way which he can tread and ‘enter the kingdom of God.” 
If this “ water” be that water which is to be impregnated with 
singular virtues under Christianity, then, it is not the water for 
the Jew Nicodemus. The exigency of the case requires the dis- 
missal of any such aspect attributed to this water. 

Is there a reference to “the water” as used by John? There 
cannot be: 1. Because those who attach such power to water under 
Christianity are earnest in their denial of it to the water used by 
John; 2. Because no such power belonged, in fact, to the water 
of the baptism of John. He repudiates it himself. He denies to 
it any spiritual power. He contrasts it with the spiritual baptism 
of his coming Lord. It is a moral impossibility that the Lord 
Jesus Christ could associate this water with the divine Spirit, as 
necessary to salvation. 

There remains for consideration but one other religious use 
of water to which the language of the Saviour could refer,—the 
divinely appointed Jewish use. 

To this every consideration points as alone meeting the de- 
mands of the case. Nicodemus lived under the Jewish rites 
with the full obligation to observe them. He did in fact so ob- 
serve them. He refused to accept John’s spiritual teaching which 
threw so deep a shadow over the rites he had valued. But his 
conscience was not at rest; and no multiplicity of his water 
washings had brought to him peace. In this state of mind he 
comes for light to Jesus. And Jesus meets him with the evi- 
dence that his case is all known to him by the declaration, that 
he “must be born again,” and born again not only by the use 
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of water (which he acknowledged, but which had power only to 
renew externally and ceremonially, without reaching to the con- 
science as stated, Heb. 9: 9-14, of “divers washings”) but by 
the Spirit; which he did not acknowledge, or which was so over- 
laid by “water” as to be inoperative, and therefore had led to 
the rejection of John’s baptism, not as it was a symbol baptism 
with water, but as it was a real spiritual baptism by repentance. 
The Saviour knowing all hearts, recognizes the mind of Nico- 
demus resting on “the water of purification” in Judaism, and 
passes no condemnation on tt ; but he accepts it at its true value, 
a necessary Jewish observance to enter the kingdom of God, and 
adds: however right and valuable and necessary this may be to 
~ you, there is another necessity, more absolute, which you have re- 
jected in rejecting the baptism of John—the Pdrtioya petavolas 
els dgeow dyaptidy, which is my baptism and which I baptize & 
Tvebipate “Ayiw by the Holy Spirit. This purifies the soul, recon- 
ciles to God and introduces into his everlasting kingdom. To be 
born.of water and Spirit is for Nicodemus to be cleansed exter- 
nally (Jewishly) and internally (by the Spirit); which means for 
all men that they must be completely cleansed, body and soul. 
Such interpretation meets the specialties of the case of Nico- 
demus, as a Jew, as a Pharisee, and as troubled in conscience, 
after having exhausted the power of ceremonial purifications in 
search of peace. It meets the peculiarity of the time as agitated 
by that new element thrown into it by the preaching of John. 
No element, more alien or more disturbing to the spirit of that 
generation, could have been introduced among them than a repent- 
ance baptism (= internal purification) as contrasted with cere- 
monial baptisms (= external purification) in preparing for the 
kingdom of God. There was a profound agitation among the 
people. This visit of Nicodemus was evidence of it. The words 
of the Saviour reveal his state of mind far better than his own 
words. His case appears, very clearly, to be a specific illustra- 
tion of the general statement in v. 25, namely, an awakened con- 
science struggling against the truth, that mere water washings 
cannot fit for the Messiah’s kingdom. Beyond all type or symbol 
purifyings there remains the purifying godly sorrow for sin, the 
baptism by the Holy Ghost. This interpretation accords with 
the mission of John and with the character of the Messiah and 
his kingdom, as announced by him. John made no war against 
Jewish rites. He gave to them their divinely assigned value and 
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preached their antitype truth, the purification of the soul by the 
Holy Spirit. John’s Lord did not come to destroy the Law, nor 
to announce the abrogation of Jewish water washing as divinely 
appointed ; but to fulfil by presenting himself as the antitype 
Lamb, and to confer antitype baptism by the renewing of the 
Holy Ghost. Therefore, he does not condemn the Jewish typical 
use of water, but teaches, that unless with this there be associated 
the antitypical washing by the Holy Spirit there is no entrance 
into the kingdom of God. The language of the Saviour does not 
require that the necessity for Jewish water and for the Holy 
Spirit, should be the same; but that, however necessary or effica- 
cious ritual water might be to Nicodemus, tt neither fulfilled nor 
superseded the work of the Holy Spirit. Having thus met the 
Jewish difficulties of Nicodemus by granting all that could be 
justly asked, the Saviour says no more of water as qualifying for 
entrance into the kingdom of God, but speaks of regeneration 
by the Spirit, only. And this phase of the interview and its 
teaching looks Christianity-ward. There was a power and a 
necessity for *“‘ water”? under the Jewish economy that has no 
place under Christianity. The Jewish water of purification had 
by divine ordinance an essential power to purify ceremonially. 
And without such purification the ceremonially defiled could not 
enter into the religious assembly. It was therefore, in its place 
and for its purpose, an imperative necessity. But under Chris- 
tianity there is no ceremonial defilement and therefore there is no 
ceremonially purifying water. The water as now used, has only 
a symbol power; the power to symbolize the purification which is 
effected by the Holy Spirit; and therefore, it cannot be said 
under Christianity, as under Judaism, ‘‘ Except a man be born 
of water” (which is ordained of God for the outward purification 
from ceremonial defilement), ‘ and of the Spirit” (by whom alone 
inward purification from sin, the regeneration to a new life, and 
sanctification for communion with God, can be effected) ‘ he can- 
not enter into the kingdom of God.” Judaism recognized 
sources of external defilement and ordained rites for external 
purification. Christianity does not recognize the one, nor ordain 
the other. 

This language of the Saviour must, therefore, be interpreted 
under the ruling fact, that it was addressed to a Jew on whom 
the use of ritual water was obligatory and efficacious for the re- 
moval of ceremonial impurity; and to a Pharisee living under 
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the ministry of John, whose preaching, that the higher and es- 
sential purification of the Spirit was necessary in order to wel- 
come the Messiah and to enter into the kingdom of God, he most 
probably rejected. 


¢ 
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Dr. Carson derives an argument for dipping into water from 
the preposition éx. He says (p. 164), “John 3:5 has its expla- 
nation most intelligibly in emersion out of the water in that or- 
dinance. To emerge out of the water, is like a birth. To be 
born of water most evidently implies, that water is the womb out 
. of which the person who is born proceeds” (p. 476). Such in- 
terpretation is on a par with that which buries Noah in the Ark, 
Israel in the highway opened through the Sea, and the Apostles 
in the Sound like wind. It assumes, that there is an é which 
enters into a baptism, which is not true, whatever may be true of 
a dipping; it assumes, that there was a dipping of the body into 
water required of the Jews, which is not true; it assumes, that 
the preposition here indicates a physical ‘out of,” which is not 
true. The force of the preposition expresses here, agency and 
the source from which it proceeds, without indicating method or 
form of proceeding. This is proved by the fact that d:a is sub- 
stituted for éx by Patrists. Certainly, if there could be any phys- 
ical ‘out of” water, there could be none out of the Spirit. In 
both cases there is the same general indication of agency; while 
each by its essential nature qualifies and gives character to its 
several agency. That which is born of water, within the sphere 
of religion (Jewish) receives a new condition, character, and re- 
lations, such as water can effect, namely, one that is external, 
ceremonial, and ecclesiastical; while that which is born of the 
Spirit receives a character, condition, and relations in conformity 
with the nature of the Spirit, namely, such as is essentially pure, 
spiritual, and divine. Fleshly ordinances produce fleshly results. 
The Divine Spirit brings forth the image of God. This passage 
has no direct reference to Christian baptism. It teaches specifi- 
cally, the necessity for an outward and inward purification under 
Judaism, and generically, the necessity in every case for a com- 
plete purification ‘to enter into the kingdom of God.” 
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SANCTIFICATION AND JUSTIFICATION. 
1 CorinTHiaAns 6:11. 


"AAG arredoboaobe, GAAG HycdoOnTe, GAN EdixacdOyrTe, Ev TH Ovduate TOU Kvoiov 
"Inood, kal év r@ Ivebuate Tov Oeod 7dr. 
“But ye are washed, but ye are sanctified, but ye are justified, in the 
name of the Lord Jesus, and by the Spirit of our God.” 
~ 


Various Views. 


Those who refer this and other passages to ritual baptism are 
by no means agreed among themselves as to the value that should 
be attributed to baptism. 

BLooMFIELD, in loco: ‘*I think there can be no question but 
that these words have a direct reference to baptism. This, in- 
deed; is plain from the turn of expression, which alludes to the 
form of baptism; though from the other terms which are sub- 
joined, it should seem that the effects of baptism are designated. 
(Ey to Ibebpate to} Ocod) must mean by the Holy Spirit proceed- 
ing from and imparted to us by the Father.” 

BENGEL, én loco: ‘* You have been entirely set free from forni- 
cation and sins of impurity, in regard to yourselves ; from idolatry 
and impiety towards God; from unrighteousness against your 
neighbor. ’£y tw dvépvare: From this name we have the forgiveness 
of sins. °Ey tw Ibebpatc: From this Spirit, we have the new life.” 

Bengel does not mention ritual baptism. 

Caxvin, in loco: “Though these three terms have the same 
general meaning, there is, nevertheless, great force in their 
variety. There is an implied contrast between washing and de- 
filement —sanctification and pollution —justification and guilt. 
The term washing is metaphorical, Christ’s blood being likened 
to water. ‘ In the name of the Lord Jesus.’ Christ is the source 
of all blessings; but Christ himself with all his blessings is com- 
municated to us by the Spirit. For it is by faith that we receive 
Christ, and have his graces applied to us. The Author of faith 
is the Spirit.” 

This washing, according to Calvin and to truth, has no refer- 
ence to water washing; but is due to spiritual cleansing based on 
a metaphorical use of Christ’s blood. 

OLSHAUSEN, in loco: ‘The three words dzehodcacbe, jytdodnte, 
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edexarwOnte comprehend in a climax progressive Christian regene- 
ration. °Azedodcacde exhibits the negative operation of grace, 
forgiveness of sins through baptism. ’Ey 76 dvéyart, without doubt 
refers to all three particulars. ‘ And by the Spirit of our God,’ 
refers to the Holy Spirit, who commences his agency where the 
work of Christ has made a place.” 

Carson, p. 478: “ Faith in Christ is that through which they 
are washed; and the Spirit of our God is the Agent who washes 
them by this means. This washing is represented in baptism, to 
which this passage refers.” Baptism does not represent a wash- 
ing. .Baxtisya is unsuited for such office. The water in ritual 
baptism represents by its nature (pure) the washed condition of 

_the soul through the blood of Christ applied by the Holy Spirit. 

It is a radical error to suppose that the washing of Christianity, 
spoken of by inspired writers, must be referred to the use of 
water in ritual baptism as its basis. This use of the word ‘ wash- 
ing” is grounded primarily in the cleansing quality of water in 
general; and the fitness of such usage in Scripture finds its justi- 
fication in the real moral cleansing of the soul by the Holy Spirit, 
under the atonement of Christ. So far from this real moral 
washing resting for its title upon the ritual water of baptism (in 
which there is no washing, in fact, of any kind) the use of the 
water in the rite is in absolute dependence for its fitness on this 
real washing of the soul by the BLoop of Christ through the Holy 
Spirit. 

It is also a radical error to conclude, that “the form of ritual 
baptism” (covering the body with water) is indicated by the use 
of 4obw in speaking of this Christian washing. 

It is undoubtedly true that Aodw is fitly applied to ordinary 
physical washings of the entire body; but it would be a great 
mistake to conclude—therefore, in religious washings the whole 
body must be covered with water. All that is necessary to the 
fullest vindication of the usage is complete purification, however 
induced. The body of a Jew sprinkled with heifer ashes was 
completely cleansed ; and could as properly be said to be washed 
(= cleansed), as if any quantity of water to any extent had been 
applied to it. What rational being would say, that Rev. 1:5 
“ Unto Him that loved us, and washed (Avécarre) us from our sins 
by (%) his blood” meant to teach, that all the redeemed were 
covered over in the blood of Christ? Or, that there was the 
slightest difference as to the completeness of the washing (cleans. 
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ing, purification) as thus indicated and that declared in 1 Peter 
1:2, ‘“Hlect ... unto obedience and sprinkling (paytispov) of 
the blood of Jesus Christ?” Could error go beyond the idea, 
that that blood “which cleanses from all sin” was more or less 
extensively cleansing as it is represented in its application to be 
a *‘ washing,” or a * sprinkling”? 

However much a washing and a sprinkling may differ from 
each other (in their original and ordinary application) in form 
and effect, yet, when used to express the application of the blood 
of Christ to the soul, the result (complete purification from Sin) is 
identically the same, in either case. The washing of Christianity 
is not a physical cleansing. It may be represented as effected by 
the sprinkling of the blood of Christ, or as symbolized by the 
sprinkling of pure water, as well as in any other way. 

To understand washed (“ ye are washed”’) as applied to the re- 

deemed as meaning, that they were made clean only so far as the 
blood of Christ may have been superficially applied, and no 
farther (as, ‘‘ he washed (éAousev) their stripes’), would manifest a 
singular obliviousness both of the nature of the atonement, and 
of the nature of words by which a resultant effect (accomplished 
in any way), may be expressed, instead of the form of the act by 
which such effect is ordinarily produced. 
. In the passage before us, the washing must be understood as 
indicative of an exclusively spiritual condition with which water 
has nothing to do: 1. Because thus only can it be fitly associated 
with the purely spiritual condition of “ sanctification” and **justi- 
fication ;” 2. Because this is demanded by the Scriptures which 
elsewhere ascribe this washing to the spiritual efficacy of the 
blood of Christ; 3. Because it is here expressly ascribed to “the 
name of Christ, and the Spirit of our God,” which are adequate 
to the result; and the introduction of ritual water is alike un- 
necessary and out of place. 

So, Ireneus (1151): ‘* Abluti estis’ credentes ‘in nomine 
Domini,’ et accipientes ejus Spiritum. Abluti autem sumus non- 
substantiam corporis, sed pristinam vanitatis conversationem.” 
He makes the washing spiritual and not physical or ceremonial. 
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THE WASHING OF WATER BY THE WORD. 


EpueEsians 5: 26. 
“Iva abr ayidon, kabapicac tg Aovrpg Tov bdatoe, év phyatt. 


“That he might sanctify it, cleansing it with the washing of water, by 
the word.”’ 


Various Views. 


Dr. PussEy, p. 160: “St. Paul mentions no other instrument 
but baptism; for in that he says, ‘with the washing of water by 
the word,’ he means the Divine word which renders the element 
of water efficacious to our regeneration, our blessed Saviour’s 
‘word’ of consecration.” 

‘‘ By what word? Inthe name of the Father, and of the Son, 
and of the Holy Ghost,” says Chrysostom; and so Theodoret, 
“That saying, ‘having cleansed in the washing of water, by the 
word,’ stands for, ‘In the name of the Father, and of the Son, 
and of the Holy Ghost.’ ” 

BLooMFIELD, in loco: *t@ Aovtpw tod Bdatos must be understood 
of baptism, in which the new Christian is washed from the stains 
of original sin, and which is also a symbol of that purity to which 
the new professor. binds himself. Such appears to be the chief 
sense. On the sense of é& éyjuate Commentators are not agreed. 
Some think it adverts to the words of the baptismal form, as ac- 
companied with prayers. Locke, Beza, Rosenm., and others un- 
derstand by it, the doctrine of Christ, the Gospel, as the means of 
their original conversion and progressive sanctification. This I 
prefer.” 

Caxvin, in loco: “* That he might sanctify; that he might sepa- 
rate it to himself. This is accomplished by the forgiveness of 
sins and the regeneration of the Spirit. 

“ Washing tt with the washing of water: Having mentioned the 
inward sanctification, he now adds the outward symbol, by which 
it is visibly confirmed. If the ¢ruth were not connected with bap- 
tism, it would be improper to say, that baptism is the washing of 
the soul. We must not imagine that water cleanses the pollutions 
of the soul, which nothing but the blood of Christ can accomplish. 
We must beware of giving any portion of our confidence to the 
element or to man, but place all our dependence on Christ. The 
apostle does not say that it is the sign that washes, but God. 

24 


% 


370 CHRISTIC BAPTISM. 


God employs a sign as the outward means. God acts by the sign 
so that its whole efficacy depends on his Spirit. God may bestow 
the grace without the ai@ of the sign. Many receive the sign 
without the grace. In the word. If the word is taken away the 
whole power of the sacraments is gone. By the word is here 
meant the promise, which explains the value and use of the signs. 
In the word is ‘equivalent to ‘by the word.’ ” 

BencGet, in loco: * That he might sanctify. Sanctification is 
derived from the blood of Christ; cleansing or purification from 
baptism and the word. Why did Christ give himself for the 
Church? That he might sanctify it. Why did he cleanse it? 
That he might present it to himself. The former is the new right 
acquired by Christ over the Church; the latter shows how he 
adorned his bride, as befitted such a bride of such a Husband. 
The cleansing power is in the word, and it is put forth through 
the washing. Water and the bath are the vehicle; but the word 
is a nobler instrumental cause. 

* By the washing with water by the word. A remarkable testi- 
mony for baptism, 7m (by) the word. Baptism has the power of 
purifying owing to the word, John 15:3; in (by) to be construed 
with cleansing. 

“That he might present tt to himself a glorious church. We 
should derive our estimate of sanctification from the love of 
Christ; what bride despises the ornaments offered by her hus- 
band? That the Church may be without spot, or wrinkle, or any 
such thing, holy and without blemish.” 

OLSHAUSEN, in loco: ‘In the combination ta ddriy dytdon xaba- 
pioas we are to take dy:dZew as’ a consequence of zadapiSew: ‘that 
he might sanctify her, after he had previously purified her by the 
bath,’ 7. e., baptism. But the explanation of 2 éyvare is uncertain. 
It can be joined only with Aovrpey rod Bdatos. It is in sense equiva- 
lent to & Hvedpare, intimating that baptism is no mere bath, but a 
bath in the word, 7. e., one by which man is born again of water 
and the Spirit. 

"Piva is here, as in Heb. 1:3, 11:38, a designation of the 
Divine power and efficacy, in general, which, from its nature, 
must be a spiritual one. But in Christianity the Spirit manifests 
itself only in the Word of Truth, which is in Christ. 

‘* As Christ purifies and cleanseth the Church, so likewise a 
faithful husband wishes to. deliver his wife from every moral 
stain.” 
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Exricort, tn loco: “That he might sanctify it. Sanctification 
of the Church attendant on the remission of sins in baptism. 
Sanctification and purification are dependent on the atoning death 
of Christ. 

‘* Having purified it. More naturally antecedent to dytdon, but 
contemporaneous act tenable on grammatical grounds. By the 
laver of the water. The reference to baptism is clear and distinct, 
and the meaning of Avdtpov indisputable, as instrumental object. 

“In the word. There is great difficulty in determining the 
exact meaning and grammatical connection of these words. The 
meaning is probably the Gospel; the word of God preached and 
taught before baptism. The connection is probably with the whole 
“expression, xa0. Aovtp. tod 86. According to this view é pypyarchas 
neither a purely instrumental, nor, certainly, a simple modal force, 
but specifies the necessary accompaniment, that in which the bap- 
tismal purification is vouchsafed and without which it is not 
granted. That he might present. As in 2 Cor. 11:2, the presen- 
tation of the bride to the bridegroom; Christ permits neither at- 
tendants nor paranymphs to present the Bride: He alone presents, 
He receives.” 

Carson, p. 212: ‘The bath of baptism is only the figure of 
that which is done by the word. It is expressly said that the 
washing of water is by the word. The word is the means by 
which the believer is washed in the blood of Christ. The believer 
is washed by the word, even although, through ignorance or want 
of opportunity, he has never been washed in water.” 


Unsatisfactory. 


None of these views, so far as they make the water of ritual 
baptism 1 cause of spiritual purification or place it, in any sense, 
in living relation with it, are satisfactory. The exposition of 
Calvin is wisely discriminating. That view which makes ritual 
baptism a pure opus operatum, cleansing from sin and regenerating 
the soul, is satisfactory in so far as its sentiment is plainly stated 
and its boundaries are sharply defined; but it canncot be received 
as a satisfactory exposition of any passage of Scripture, whose 
general scope and particular statements it contradicts. That 
view which makes ritual baptism a cause, but not the sole and 
direct cause, of spiritual purification, does not afford the satisfac- 
tion of being either definite or intelligible. 


‘ 
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There is a want of accord among its friends as to the co-union 
of the physical and spiritual element, as well as to the spiritual 
value of their joint operation. The doctrine is defective as not 
covering such cases as receive the rite confessedly without spirit- 
ual benefit, and such other cases as confessedly receive full 
spiritual benefit without receiving the rite. It also antagonizes 
that very teaching of the Saviour out of which it claims to grow, 
namely, ‘that which is born of the flesh 7s flesh, and that which 
is born of the Spirit is spirit.” The principle pervading this 
statement is, ‘ Like begets like;” a principle incorporated in 
Creation at the beginning and maintained until now. Physical 
agencies beget kindred physical results; and Spiritual agencies 
beget kindred spiritual results. A miracle only can educe spirit- 
ual results from physical causes. The Saviour’s words establish 
instead of announcing the overthrow of this law. But the friends 
of this doctrine declare it to be a miracle: ** Baptism is so much 
the more extolled in that it was the end of so many miracles; 
and the daily miracle which he worketh in the Baptismal fountain 
of our Christian Church receives the more glory, in that the 
first opening of that ‘fountain for sin and uncleanness’ was so 
solemnized; and the daily gift ‘of the new birth of the water 
and the Spirit’ in our Gentile church 7s greater than that miracu- 
lous shedding of the Holy Ghost which ushered it in and secured 
it to us” (Dr. Pusey, Holy Baptism, p. 180 

Others may reject the miracle character of this co-action of 
water and the Spirit; but they never have made their views in- 
telligible, self-consistent, accordant with facts, or harmonious with 
the Scriptures. Water regeneration is nothing or it is a miracle. 

That view which would make a direct reference to the water of 
the rite as a “sign” of the higher and sole purification wrought 
by the Holy Spirit, is in itself possible; but whether there would 
be any such reference as that, in this passage, to a symbol which 
does not effect any purification (not physical any more than spirit- 
ual) is very questionable. 


Suggestion. 


All interpreters agree that the purification hinges on & é7muare. 
There is a very general agreement in placing this phrase in close 
relation with zadapicas Aovtp@ rod Bdatoc. There is, also, an ex- 
pression of decided embarrassment in determining the precise 
character of this relation. It may be that the embarrassment in 
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adjusting the relation between these phrases arises from the char- 
acter which is attributed to the former, as representing the water 
of ritual baptism and purification by it. 

The phrase ‘ washing of water,” by its own force, denotes a 
washing which is effected by water. There is no agency in nature 
which can effect a more perfect washing of an unclean object. 
The “ washing of water” is capable of use to express the perfect- 
ness of the cleansing effected by any other agency differing in 
nature from water, yet purifying in its influence. That is to say, 
the washing which is effected by water becomes the common and 
supreme standard among men for purity. Thus Job (9:30) says: 
Snow-water washing will make ‘“ never so clean,” and stand any 
test of purity, except that of the pureness of God. Here moral 
purity, the result of holy living, is likened to that purity of hands 
which is the result of snow-water washing. ii 

The phrase “ having cleansed or cleansing by the washing of 
WATER” may express either the cleansing in fact by water, or it 
may refer to water-cleansing simply as the basis of a comparison 
with some other cleansing effected by an agency diverse from 
water, in order to express the completeness of its power to cleanse. 
Is not this its use in the passage before us? And is not the 
relation of & 7pare to this phrase (as declaring the diverse cleans- 
ing agency) made clear? The Lord Jesus Christ will sanctify 
his church (his Bride), cleansing it (as) with the washing of water 
by the word through which the Holy Spirit cleanses the souls of 
his redeemed. By such reference to the perfect cleansing by 
water physically, the perfect cleansing “by the word” spiritually 
is exhibited with both strength and beauty. And the basis of 
such reference (the physically cleansing power of water) is pre- 
cisely the same as that of the symbol use of water in baptism; 
but inasmuch as the water in baptism does not cleanse in fact, it 
cannot be the basis of the reference here. I know of no reason 
from the phraseology which precludes such interpretation. It is 
in the fullest harmony with the teaching of Scripture in general, 
and with the tenor of this passage in particular. It relieves of a 
world of embarrassment which ever has and must gather around 
any interpretation which takes ritual baptism as its exponent. 

If any should wish for more special regard to be had to the 
article before ‘‘ water,” it may be regarded as indicating the water 
used in Bridal washing, to which, by general admission, reference 
is made. ‘The water” furnished for such purpose would (like 


. 
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the “snow-water” of Job) be so pure as to render the object 
washed ‘‘ never so clean.” ; 

The sentiment of the passage is—The Lord Jesus Christ in 
preparing the Church for presentation to Himself, ‘as a Bride 
adorned for her Husband,” will cleanse it from all moral impurity 
by his word and Spirit, as perfectly as any object can be cleansed 
from physical impurity by the washing of water, so that the 
Church can say with David (Ps. 51:7), ‘* Purge me with hyssop, 
and I shall be clean; wash me, and I shall be WHITER THAN SNOW.” 
Thus washed it will be ‘a glorious church, not having spot, or 
wrinkle, or any such thing; but holy and without blemish.” 

A quite parallel passage may be found in Ezek. 16:8,... “I 
sware unto thee and entered into covenant with thee, saith the 
Lord God, and thou becamest mine. Then washed I thee with 
water (ddovodce tv Bdate), and cleansed (a4zéxduva) thee from thy 
blood, and anointed thee with oil (¢ @4atw), and I clothed thee 
with broidered work; I decked thee also with ornaments; .. . 
thy beauty was perfect through my comeliness, which I had put 
upon thee, saith the Lord God.” Here “ washing with water” is 
used not to express a thing done by God; but a thing practiced 
by men is made the basis to illustrate a kindred result effected by 
God, whereby he puts ‘his own comeliness,” in spotless purity, 
upon his Church. The ‘ washing,” and the “ broidered work,” 
and the ‘*ornaments,” were alike the imparted divine ‘ comeli- 
mess.” 

This washing (A0w) is no more represented as being in the 
water, than is the anointing as being in the oil. There is no 
cleansing by water-washing in fact, any more than there is an 
anointing with oil; but these things constitute an allusive basis 
to expound kindred things accomplished by God through other 
agencies. 

The Church is sanctified by the Word, and thereby purified as 
perfectly as the washing by water (the most perfect of all purify- 
ing physical agencies) can purify the object washed by it. This 
appears to be a just paraphrase of the passage. There is no im- 
mediate reference to ritual baptism. The point of junction be- 
tween this passage and ritual baptism is a common basis in the 
nature of water (pureness) and in the effect of water-washing 
(purity). Out of these characteristics the use of water in ritual 
baptism and the language of this passage are equally and inde- 
pendently developed. 


» 
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THE WASHING OF REGENERATION. 


Titus 3: 5. 
Kara rdv avrod édeov Eowoev juac, 61d Xovrpod radvyyeveciac Kal dvaxawdoewg 
TIvetparog ‘Ayiov. 
‘God our Saviour . . . according to his mercy saved us, by the washing 


of regeneration and the renewing of the Holy Ghost, which he shed on us 
abundantly through Jesus Christ our Saviour.” 


Various Views. 


Dr. Pusry, p. 48: “ The washing of regeneration and renewing 
of the Holy Ghost, i.e., a Baptizing accompanied by, or convey- 
ing a reproduction, a second birth, a restoration of our decayed 
nature, by the new and fresh life, imparted by the Holy Ghost. 
The Apostle has been directed both to limit the imparting of the 
inward grace, by the mention of the outward washing, and to 
raise our conceptions of the greatness of this second birth, by 
the addition of the spiritual grace. The gift, moreover, is the 
gift of God in and by Baptism; everything but God’s mercy is 
excluded—‘ not by works of righteousness which we have done’— 
they only who believe will come to the washing of regeneration ; 
yet not belief alone, but ‘God, according to his mercy, saves 
them by the washing of regeneration ;’ by faith are we saved, not 
by works ; and by Baptism we are saved, not by faith only; for 
so God hath said; not the necessity of preparation, but its effi- 
ciency in itself is excluded; baptism comes neither as ‘ grace of 
congruity,’ nor as an outward seal of benefits before conveyed ; 
we are saved neither by ‘faith only, nor by Baptism only; but 
faith bringing us to Baptism, and ‘by Baptism God saves us.’ 
They are the words of God himself. As our Lord said negatively, 
without the birth of water and the Spirit, or Baptism, man ‘ could 
not see the kingdom of God,’ so St. Paul, that ‘by it we are 
saved ;’ saved out of the world, and brought into the ark, if we 
but abide there and become not reprobates.”’ : 

Dr. Pusey quotes in confirmation the ancient Liturgies, among 
others the following: ‘* Sanctify this water and this oil, that they 
may be a bath of regeneration (Amen) to eternal life (Amen); 
for a clothing of immortality (Amen), for the adoption of sons 
(Amen), for the renovation of the Holy Spirit (Amen), ete. 
Grant to it power to become life-giving water (Amen), sanctify- 
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ing water (Amen), water cleansing sin (Amen), water of the bath 
of regeneration (Amen), water of the adoption of sons (Amen), 
etc.” (p. 51). 

Bioomrtexp, in loco: Through the washing of regeneration. 
“ All the most enlightened Interpreters have been long agreed 
that the opinion invariably supported by early Fathers is the true 
one, namely, that baptismal regeneration is here meant... . I 
will only add that the disputes upon baptismal and moral regen- 
eration have too often degenerated into logomachies ; vio if 
the disputants would take care to define the terms they employ, 
and have the patience to understand each other, they would be 
found to differ far less than they seem to do. Iladtyyeveotas some- 
times, in ancient writers, means moral reformation.” 

BENGEL, in loco: ‘* Two things are mentioned: the washing of 
regeneration, which is a periphrasis for baptism into Christ; and 
the renewing of the Holy Spirit. This regeneration and renewing 
takes away all the death and the old state, under which we so 
wretchedly lay, and which is described, v. 3; 2 Cor. 5:17.” 

Cavin, in loco: He hath saved us. “He speaks:of faith, and 
shows that we have already obtained salvation, according to that 
sayine—‘ He that beliveth in the Son of God hath passed from 
death unto life.’ 

** By the washing of regeneration. This alludes, at least, to 
baptism, and even I will not object to have this passage ex- 
pounded as relating to baptism; not that salvation is contained 
in the outward symbol of water, but because baptism seals to us 
the salvation obtained by Christ. Since a part of revelation 
consists in baptism, that is, so far as it is intended to confirm our 
faith, Paul properly makes mention of it. The strain of the 
passage runs thus: God hath saved us by his mercy, the symbol 
and pledge of which he gave in baptism, by admitting us into his 
church, and ingrafting us into the body of his Son. 

“ And of the renewing of the Holy Spirit, Though he men- 
tioned the sign, that he might exhibit to our view the grace of 
God, yet, that we may not fix our whole attention on the sign, he 
immediately sends us to the Spirit, that we may know that we 
are washed by his power, and not by water. Paul, while he speaks 
directly of the Spirit, at the same time alludes to baptism. It is 
therefore the Spirit of God who regenerates us, and makes us new 
creatures ; but because his grace is invisible and hidden a visible 
symbol of it is beheld in baptism. 


Aovtpdy. ays 


‘* Through Jesus Christ. It is he alone through whom we are 
made partakers of the Spirit. The Spirit of regeneration is be- 
stowed on none but those who are the members of Christ.” 

Exuicorr, in loco: ** By means of the laver of regeneration. 
This is the causa medians of the’ saving grace of Christ; it is a 
means whereby we receive the same, and a pledge to assure us 
thereof. Less than this cannot be said by any candid Interpreter. 
The genitive zadyyevecias apparently marks the attribute or in- 
separable accompaniments of the Avurpdy, the possessive genitive. 

“ And renewing of the Holy Spirit, t. e., by the Holy Spirit, the 
second genitive being that of the agent. The construction of the 
first genitive dvaxawwdcews is somewhat doubtful. It may be re- 
garded as dependent on oa or on dvutpod. ‘The latter seems most 
simple and satisfactory. The exact genitival relation zatwyyeveatas 
and dvaxavdcews cannot be very certainly or very confidently de- 
fined. The genitive is most probably an obscured genitive of the 
content, representing that which the Aovtpdy involves, comprises, 
brings with it, and of which it is the ordinary and appointed ex- 
ternal vehicle: compare Mark 1:4, fdzticpa petavotas, which, 
grammatically considered, is somewhat similar.” 

“ Which (Holy Spirit) he poured out. The special reference is 
not to the Pentecostal effusion, nor to the communication to the 
church at large, but, as the tense and ‘context seem rather to 
imply, to individuals in baptism. The next clause points out 
through whose mediation this effusion is bestowed.” 

Dr. Carson, p. 211: ** Here baptism is called the bath or laver 
of regeneration. In the figure it is the place of birth. The bap- 
tized person is represented as born in the ordinance, and is sup- 
posed to be already born, or renewed by the Spirit... . None 
are represented in Scripture as born again, except through the 
belief of the truth. ‘ Being born again, not of corruptible seed, 
but of incorruptible, by the word of God, which liveth and abideth 
forever’ (1 Peter 1 : 23).” 


A outpov. 


Bishop Ellicott thinks that the meaning of Aoutpéy as the in- 
strumental object, the containing vessel, is not disproved by any 
cases of usage yet adduced. 

This is certain, that Aovt7p and not Aoutpdy is the favorite word 
used by the Septuagint and early Christian writers, to express 
the containing vessel. 


‘ 
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Josephus (de Bel. VII, 6, 38) uses Avuzpdy not to express “ the 
containing vessel;” but the water itself, to be used for batbing,— 
‘‘ hot and cold water mixed make a very pleasant (Avuzpév) bath.” 

President Beecher, p. 208, adduces evidence of the like char- 
acter from Porphyry (in libel. de antro Nympharum) in which 
water brought from springs in a vessel carried hy a boy, was 
used for purification, and was called Aovtpdv, or doutpa voppixd. 
Zonaras defines Aovtpd thus: td ei¢ Abow aydvta tH¢ axa0apotas 

_things which conduce to the removal of impurity.” This usage 
seems to establish the same usage as that of Josephus, namely, 
this word was used to express the water used for purification (by 
sprinkling or pouring, in ceremonial cleansings, as well as by 
bathing), and not to denote “the containing vessel.” 

President Beecher adduces, also, the following from Basi, 
Letter 386, ‘** He washed away all the stains of his soul at the 
close of his life by the washing of regeneration Aovtp@ naktyyevectas.’ 
The case is that of the preetor Ariantheus, converted by his wife, 
and also baptized by her on his dying bed.” This usage seems 
to exclude not only “the containing vessel,” but, as well, the 
water itself (as a simple bath), and to reach over to the effect pro- 
duced by the use; a@ washing (purification) of regeneration. The 
containing vessel has disappeared ; the form of a bath has equally 
disappeared ; and the effect in the soul, as Basil believed (induced 
by sprinkling or pouring), only remains. A ceremonial sprinkling 
or pouring will effect a complete ceremonial washing — purifica- 
tion. Basil interpreted this text as a spiritual and not as a mere 
ritual water washing. In accordance with this usage is that in 
Sirach 34:30, ‘ Baptized (= purified) from a dead body and 
touching it again, what is he profited by (Aovrpw) his cleansing.” 
Also, Clem. Alex., ‘*Be pure not by washing (Aourpd) but by 
thinking (4) (I, 1852).” This evidence appears to be conclu- 
sive against the limitation of dovrpéy to “ the containing vessel.” 
Cremer (Aojw, dovtpdv) says, the verb and noun are used for re- 
ligious washings, purifications ; quoting Soph. Ant., 1186 Aodeavtes 
‘ayvoy doutpdv washing a pure washing. . 

The idea of washing (expressed by 400 and other verbs) in a 
purely spiritual sense, in religious applications, is common in the 
Scriptures: Ps. 26:6: “I will wash (vigovac) my hands in in- 
nocence.” This is a different washing from that of Pilate when 
“he washed his hands in water.” Ps. 51:2: ** Wash (zAdvov) me 
thoroughly from mine iniquity.” Iniquities are not washed away 
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by water. Is.1:16: ‘ Wash you (Aodcacde) ; make you clean ; put 
away the evil of your doings from before my eyes; cease to do 
evil; learn to do well; ... though your sins be as scarlet, they 
shall be as white as snow.” Washing in ‘ snow-water” will not 
accomplish such cleansing. Is. 4: 4% ** When the Lord shall have 
washed away (2zzdvvet) the filth of the daughters of Zion... by 
the spirit of judgment, and by the spirit of burning.” ‘“Judg- 
ment” and * burning” do not wash physically. 

Acts 22:16: ‘ Wash away (dzédovear) thy sins calling upon the 
name of the Lord.” Prayer will wash away sin; water will not. 
1 Cor. 6:11: ‘ But ye are washed (dzelodcacde), but ye are sancti- 
fied, but ye are justified, in the name of the Lord Jesus, and by 
the Spirit of our God.” The only thing we need to be washed 
from, under Christianity, is sin; and the only means by which 
this can be done, is the blood of the Lord Jesus; and the only 
Agent who can so wash, is ‘‘ the Spirit of our God.” Rev. 1:5: 
‘** Unto him that loved us and washed us (Aodcavte) from our sins 
by his blood.” This is not water washing. Rev. 7:14: ‘And 
have washed (ézjuvay) their robes and made them white by the 
blood of the Lamb,” ‘Fine linen is the righteousness of 
Saints” (Rev. 19:8); and the righteousness of Saints is Jesus, 
“the Lord our righteousness ;” his people *“* put Him on” and 
are arrayed in robes made white by the blood of the Lamb. 
This is not water washing. 

With such abounding use of “ washing,” wholly removed from 
the sphere of physical agencies and physical results, there is 
surely nothing to constrain us (if there be anything to warrant 
us) in finding physical elements in the washing spoken of in the 
passage under consideration. There are none. 


The Genitive. 


Bishop Ellicott thinks that there are special difficulties in de- 
termining the character of the genitives rahtyyevecias, dvaxawdcews, 
but prefers their being connected together and placed in common 
relation with Avvtpot, and expository of it. If this be done 
would it not be proper to make the entire phrase, the washing 
and its characteristics, directly dependent upon, Ivebpatog “Ayiov ? 
The sentiment being—Salvation through the washing effected by 
the Holy Ghost, the distinguishing features of which are—a re- 
generate nature and a renewed mind = the cleansed condition 
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of the soul. If this phrase be broken, and considered in two dis- 
tinct yet intimately related parts, must not zadeyyeveotas and 
Ivebparos ‘Ayiov be made the governing words, and the sentiment 
be,—He saved us by a regenerative washing and a Divine reno- 
vation? We are saved by a washing such as regeneration effects, 
and a renovation such as the Holy Ghost effects. The regenera- 
tion being no less the work of the Holy Ghost than the renova- 
tion; just as we are ‘ washed” from sin, and “sanctified ” and 
“justified,” all “by the Spirit of our God ;” and just as we are 
‘‘saved by the Spirit through antitype baptism” (which is his 
work) and not through water, by which “the filth of the flesh ” 
only, can be put away. 

This very eminent Commentator also thinks, that Pdzriopa peta- 
votas, grammatically considered, is somewhat similar to Aoutpod 
nayyevestas. Is not the parallelism complete? Does not the 
first phrase express a baptism which is effected by repentance (a 
repentance baptism) whose nature is more explicitly stated as a 
Badntisna petavotas elg dgpeow duaptiwy — a thorough washing from 
sin by repentance; while the second phrase expresses a washing 
effected by regeneration (= a regenerative washing), which nec- 
essarily implies the cleansing from sin. And is not faztiopdy 
dday7> equally parallel? Baptisms effected by doctrine (= wash- 
ings, cleansings, purifyings by repentance and faith) as wrought 
by the Holy Spirit. 

Is not such interpretation confirmed by the like relation in the 
phrase with which this is so intimately connected—dazavésews 
Ihebpatos “Aytov, the renewing which is effected by the Holy 
Ghost? Any reference even to ritual baptism in this passage is 
inadmissible. The work is that of the Holy Ghost and to him it 
is expressly and exclusively ascribed. To bring in rite or water 
on the ground of such a phrase as Aovtpod zadtyyeveotas is perfectly 
gratuitous. 
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HEART SPRINKLED—BODY WASHED. 
Heprews 10: 22. 


"Eppavt.ouévoe tac Kapdiacg ard ovveWhobwo movnpac Kat AeAovpévor Td Opa 
bdate kabape. 


‘Let us draw near with a true heart in full assurance of faith, having our 
hearts sprinkled from an evil conscience and our bodies washed with pure 
water.”’ 


Interpretation. 


‘This refers to ritual baptism. To me it is evident that the 
whole body was covered with water. The heart is said to be 
sprinkled in allusion to the blood of the sacrifices; and the body, 
in allusion to bathings under the law, is said to be washed in pure 
water, referring to the ordinance of baptism. Now the pouring 
of a little water on the face is not a washing of the body. Iadmit 
that sprinkling a little water on any part of the body might be an 
emblem of purification; but this would not be called a washing 
of the body” (Carson, p. 164). ‘** Sprinkled.’ There is an allu- 
sion to the sacrificial rite by which the mind as well as the body 
of the worshipper was required to be pure. Washed. This desig- 
nates the external purity which is wont to be conjoined with 
internal holiness. There is allusion to the daily washing of the 
priests. Hrnesti says this washing cannot be taken proprié, 
unless understood of baptism, which cannot here be meant” 
(BLooMFIELD, in loco). ‘‘‘ Sprinkled, washed.’ There is reference 
to sacrificial rites by which the Law demanded purity in mind 
and body, internal and external sanctity. Some think there is 
reference to baptism” (RosENM.,7in loco). ‘‘ Sprinkled.’ A figure 
explained by sacrificial blood-sprinkling. Washed, as ‘sprinkled,’ 
is taken figuratively, so should ‘ washed,’ avd not be understood 
as the physical washing of the body with water by baptism. The 
meaning is: And if we are now thus washed from our sins” 
(EBrarD, in loco). “ ‘Hearts sprinkled.’ Both the hearts and the 
body are cleansed. Body washed. The allusion is to the Levitical 
washings. Pure water. ‘J will sprinkle clean water upon you’” 
(BENGEL, in loco). ‘‘Sprinkled.’ The expression is borrowed 
from the rites of the law. Which was external. But when the 
writer says, ‘ Sprinkled as to our hearts,’ he designates spiritual, 
internal purification, and shows that he is not speaking of external 
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rites. Bodies washed with pure water. Another expression bor- 
rowed from Levitical washings for external purification. It seems 
to me, that there is here a plain allusion to the use of water in 
Christian baptism” (Sruart, in loco). ‘The Jews cleansed 
themselves by various carnal washings. In Christ all these things 
are far superior. Away then with all the external washings of 
the flesh. The Apostle sets a true heart, a sure faith, and a 
cleansing from vice, in opposition to these external rites. Our 
bodies washed with pure water. This is generally understgod of 
baptism; but the Apostle more probably alludes to the ceremonies 
of the Law; and so by water designates the Spirit of God, as in 
Ezekiel 36:25,‘I will sprinkle clean water upon you.’ The mean- 
ing is, that we are sanctified in body and soul by faith, a pure 
conscience, and that cleanness of soul and body which flows from, 
and is effected by, the Spirit of God. So Paul, 2 Cor. 7: 1, ‘ Let 
us cleanse ourselves from all filthiness of the flesh and spirit, 
perfecting holiness in the fear of God’” (Catv, in loco). “It 
is evident that baptism is not here referred to, because the Apostle 
is instructing the Hebrews, who had been baptized, how they were 
daily to draw nigh to God. ... As sprinkling in the case of 
Christians is continually needed, so is washing, as the daily wash- 
ing of the priests before they engaged in their duties. The sprink- 
ling betokens forgiveness; and washing, sanctification or cleans- 
ing” (Rev. Joun Owen, transl. and annot. of Calvin). ‘“ What 
is here meant by ‘our bodies being washed’? Corporeal ablu- 
tions held an important place under the Old economy ; and con- 
tinually, as the priests entered the sanctuary, they had to wash 
their hands and their feet. But what corresponds to this in 
Christian times? We have no external sanctuary and no corpo- 
real ablution to perform when drawing near to worship God. The 
Apostle must mean not formally the same thing as of old, but 
something corresponding to it in nature, which is simply a free- 
dom from all manifest stains and blemishes in the conduct. 
Accepted worshippers of old, and now, must put away overt acts 
of iniquity. The symbol washing has dropped; the real obliga- 
tion remains. It isof this reality that the language of the Apostle 
should be understood. With a purged conscience we must have 
an untarnished life” (FarrBarran, Herm. Man, p. 130). 


Result. 
esult. j 


1. This passage is not grounded in Christian ritual baptism. 
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The “sprinkling of the heart” cannot be based in a Jewish rite, 
and the ‘“‘washing of the body” be based in a Christian rite. 
While the use of water under Judaism and Christianity (and 
Heathenism as well) have an ultimate common ground in the 
physically purifying power of water, the immediate specific aspect 
of purifying in which water is used under the Old Testament and 
the New Testament is not the same. Jewish rites had efficient 
power to cleanse ceremonial defilement; Christian ritual baptism 
has nothing to do with such defilements. The defilements under 
Christianity are real, and its purification is real. Ritual baptism 
is not a purification at all. It is only the symbol of a purification. 
The heart is cleansed “by the blood of sprinkling” (Jewishly 
speaking); and by faith in the blood of the Lamb of God, Chris- 
tianly speaking. The body is washed with pure water (Jewishly 
speaking); and it is washed by godly living, through the grace 
of the Holy Ghost, day by day, Christianly speaking—‘* Wash 
you, make you clean, cease to do evil.” 

2. The washing of the body with water, as a religious rite, 
neither involves the covering of the body in water, nor the appli- 
cation of the water to the entire body, nor yet to a large part of 
the body. Dr. Carson (p. 493) admits that in a washing (Aodw) 
the water may be applied “ by sprinkling or pouring, or in any 
way, but the object must be covered.” 

Tertullian speaks of the washing (lavacro) of Jove ‘by showers 
of rain.” And we speak of flowers, etc., being ‘‘ washed by the 
rain” without any “covering” of the objects so washed. Carson 
(p. 271) says: ‘*A purification by sprinkling, or pouring a few 
drops of water, would not be a loutron.” This is a clear error, 
except as Dr. Carson should use this word in one sense (physi- 
cal washing) while opposing it as used in another sense, namely, 
entire washing — cleansing, purification religiously, of the body, 
or the soul, or both, as the case may be. ‘* Washing” is used to 
express (I.) A physical cleansing, where the cleansing is only 
coextensive with the application of the cleansing agency; (2.) A 
ceremonial cleansing, where the power of the agency, and the 
extent of its operation, is limited or extended not by the reality. 
of things, but by ordinance; (3.) A spiritual cleansing, effected 
by spiritual agency, without any physical intervention. When 
Dr. Carson says, ‘‘ A few drops of water sprinkled on the human 
body will not physically wash the entire body,” he states a self- 
evident truth; but when he says a few drops of water or blood 
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sprinkled on the human body will not ceremonially wash the 
entire body, or will not symbolize the washing of the entire body 
and soul spiritually, he states what is just as evidently untrue. 

Chrysostom speaks of martyrs (Aovovtat) washed by their own 
blood. And Origen speaks of being washed (loti) by our own 
blood. Calvin (Harm. Pent., p. 186) truly says: ‘“* The washing 
of the hands and feet denoted that all parts of the body were 
infected with uncleanness, and it is very suitable to say, by 
synecdoche, that all impurity is purged away by the washing of 
the hands and feet.” He also has the fullest vindication for say- 
ing (p. 210) ‘* Moses, before he consecrates the priests, WASHES 
them by the SPRINKLING of water.” 

3. As this heart-sprinkling and body-washing expresses an in- 
ternal and external purification, as comprising a complete puri- 
fication (based on Jewish phraseology and made applicable to 
Christian truth), it throws light on other Scripture less clear. It 
confirms the interpretation given of the language addressed to 
the Jew, Nicodemus,—* born of water and of the Spirit,” as 
expressing the necessity for external and internal — complete 
purification. It also illustrates and vindicates that broader 
Scriptural use of ‘ washing” (separated from the mere physical 
element) to which we have had occasion to refer, denoting spirit- 
ual cleansing. 

These passages—John 3:5; 1 Cor. 6:11; Eph. 5:26; Titus 
3:5; Heb. 10:22—are the principal passages which are sup- 
posed to allude to ritual baptism and to teach: 1. That water, a 
physical element, is divinely appointed and is essential to wash 
away sin and to regenerate the soul; 2. That the terms used 
(Aodw, Aoutpdv) teach, that the mode of using this ritual water is 
by covering the body in the water by dipping; which is so essen- 
tial that none of God’s redeemed ones failing to observe such 
mode can rightly receive the Sacraments or constitute a church 
of the Lord Jesus Christ. If these texts be interpreted in sub- 
jection to Patristic sentiment and practice, much can be said in 
apparent favor of both these views; but if the interpretation be 
made by a just exegesis, under the teaching and usage of Holy 
Scripture, then, neither view will find the least support. 


¢ 


CHRISTIC BAPTISM: THE BAPTISM OF THE 
COMMISSION—WHAT IS IT? 


ELEMENTS ENTERING INTO THE COMMISSION. 
JoHN 20: 21-28. 


«Then said Jesus to them again, Peace be unto you: as my Father hath 
sent (aréoraAxév) me, even so send I you. 
’ “ And when he had said this, he breathed on them, and saith unto them, 
Receive ye the Holy Ghost: 

‘“ Whosesoever sins ye remit, they are remitted unto them; and whose- 
soever sins ye retain, they are retained.” 


The Apostolical Commission. 


Alford (in loco): ‘He confirms and grounds their Apostleship 
on the present glorification of himself, whose Apostleship (Heb. 
3:1) on earth was now ended, but was to be continued by this 
sending forth of them.” 

To whatever immediate occasion or date these words may be 
assigned, they do unquestionably contain the Apostolical Com- 
mission, together with a statement of some of the endowments 
and powers entering into it. 

The word farri€w does not appear; but its very absence may 
be more instructive than its presence. The occasion and the 
time when these words were spoken may have been other than 
such as is indicated by the relations in which they stand recorded. 
There is no necessary connection from the form or the substance 
of vv. 19, 20, with the matter in vv. 21-23. The close of v. 20 
is a natural close to the transaction to which it refers; and the 
repetition, Peace be unto you,” in v. 21, is unnatural as con- 
sidered in relation to an immediately preceding utterance (v. 19) 
of like character. 

As John makes no other mention of the Commission, it is the 
more probable that this passage does either directly declare it or 
substantially embrace its elements. There is no uniformity of 
words among the Evangelists in recording the final Commission 
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of the Apostles, although there is an agreement as to the essen- 
tials which enter into it. 

1. It is easy to see the harmony between this ‘* Peace be unto 
you,” and the “Lo! Iam with you” of Matthew; 2. In the ‘as 
my Father hath sent me, even so send I you,” there is more than 
mission and authority expressed; there is included, as well, the 
end of that mission and its bearing, through the Lord Jesus 
Christ, on the Father, and the Godhead represented by the 
Father, with whom this mission and its end originated. It stands 
related therefore to that other statement of Matthew, that*those 
who are discipled to the Lord Jesus Christ. are to be *‘ baptized 
into the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghost ;” 3. ‘‘ Receive ye the Holy Ghost,” whether designed to 
express the bestowal of the Holy Ghost at Pentecost, or to 
announce the first fruits and pledge of that ‘‘ promise of the 
Father,” is in either case the bestowal of the pre-eminently essen- 
tial requisite to the successful execution of the Commission; 
4. ““Whosesoever sins ye remit they are remitted unto them; and 
whosesoever sins ye retain, they are retained” is in equal har- 
mony with Luke’s “preach repentance and remission of sins, in 
his name, among all nations,” and Mark’s “ Preach the gospel; 
he that believeth and is baptized shall be saved, he that believeth 
not shall be damned.” 

These are the elements in the Commission as stated by John. 
They accord with the like records of the other Evangelists. 


THE PREACHING OF THE COMMISSION. 


LuKE 24: 44-50. 


‘‘And he said unto them, These are the words which I spake unto you, 
while I was yet with you, that all things must be fulfilled which were writ- 
ten in the law of Moses, and in the Prophets, and in the Psalms, concerning 
me. 

‘‘Then opened he their understanding, that they might understand the 
Scriptures, 

‘And said unto them, Thus it is written, and thus it behooved Christ to 
suffer, and to rise from the dead the third day: 

‘And that repentance and remission of sins should be preached in his 
name among all nations, beginning at Jerusalem. 
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‘“« And ye are witnesses of these things. 
‘“‘ And behold I send (éamooréAAw) the promise of my Father upon you: 


but tarry ye in the city of Jerusalem, until ye be endued with power from 
on high. 


‘“‘ And he led them out as far as Bethany, and he lifted up his hands and 
blessed them.”’ 


Stier. 


Stier, VIII, Luke 24: 44-49: ‘ Luke gives us a compendious 

selection of our Lord’s words before his ascension, speaking 
further of it in the Acts of the Apostles. In this epitomizing the 
when and the where are lost sight of. This not being well under- 
stood by critics and expositors many particulars are misarranged. 
Although verse 44 appears to be a continuation of verse 43, yet 
verse 50 shows us the impossibility of so reading it. It involves 
too great a hiatus in the record, if we make the ‘led them out’ 
follow immediately on the first evening. We must reject the 
reading of v. 44 as in strict historical connection. Lange would 
connect v. 44 with the preceding, and make v. 45 the beginning 
of what extends through the Forty days. But v. 46 seems to be 
connected with v. 44 in the strictest manner. The more common 
division made to begin at v. 49 is altogether forced; for v. 49 
continues the discourse and intimates a strict connection. 
_ “ Schleiermacher : ‘v. 44 begins a summary postscript, which 
is independent of time and place, and reports only that which was 
essential in the conversations of the Redeemer. It appends a 
very summary notice of the departure and ascension of Christ.’ 

“ Grotius; v.44: ‘The sum of the discourses follows, which 
occurred during the Forty days.’ 

‘« Hbrard decides also for such a résumé, and asks, whether on 
this evening there had been time to expound the Scriptures, and 
—to go out to Bethany. 

‘“‘ When and where did He thus speak? Bengel thinks that the 
whole, including v. 44, was spoken on the day of the ascension. 
But this would assign too late a period for the opening of the 
Scriptures to the disciples. Lange refers v. 45 seq. to the Ap- 
pearance on the mountain in Galilee; and as spoken explana- 
torily between vv. 18, 19, of Matt. 28. But we must not consent 
to separate these verses.” 
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The Elements of Harmony. 


Luke (like John) makes no use of the word fanrifw in speaking 
of the Commission. Whether this fact necessitates the omission 
of any essential feature in the great work committed to the Apos- 
tles, we shall be able to determine better after an examination of 
the use of it as exhibited in the records of Mark and Matthew. 
The points of accord between this Summary of Luke and that 
of the other Evangelists as to the Commission is very clear: : 

1. Luke represents the Lord Jesus Christ as teaching that his 
atoning death and triumphant resurrection is the fulfilment of a 
Divine purpose incorporated in all Scripture—Moses, Prophets, 
and Psalms, whereby a scheme of redemption for a guilty world 
might be secured. 

This truth, less fully developed, is the clear underlying basis 
of the Commission as stated by Matthew and Mark. 

2. Luke is in literal accord with Matthew as to the field covered 
by the Commission—“ all the nations,” and differs from Mark— 
‘all the world,” only in the lack of pure literality. 

3. The subject-matter of the Commission as stated by Luke is, 
“the preaching of repentance and remission of sins in His name;” 
which same duty is condensed by Matthew into the one word, 
padntevoate—* DISCIPLE,” which could only be done by * preach- 
ing repentance and remission of sins in His name.” Mark is 
more full. After the condensed statement of this truth in the 
command “ Preach the gospel,” he develops the necessity of faith 
—‘‘he that believeth” (upon his name) “and is baptized” (into his 
name), with the result— shall be saved,” and also the reverse— 
‘he that believeth not’ (upon his name) ‘shall be damned.” Faith 
and its result, and unbelief with its result are implied, not stated, 
in Luke by éxt r@ dvépare (v. 47 and again in Acts 2: 38), resting 
by faith ‘upon his name,” as the foundation of Gospel salvation. 

4. Luke indicates that Christ is not alone concerned in this 
Commission and its results, by the appeal to ‘+ Moses, and the 
Prophets, and the Psalms,” where the reverse is shown, and the 
whole Deity is exhibited as indissolubly associated with the prose- 
cution and completion of this great redemption. This is more 
expressly exhibited in the declaration, “‘I send the promise of 
my FATHER upon you;” which involves the active agency of the 
Holy Ghost, proceeding from the Father. Matthew brings out, 
with supreme distinctness, the relation of the Godhead to this 
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redemption by announcing a baptism (of those who are discipled 
to Christ) ‘into the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of 
the Holy Ghost.” The special nature of which baptism and its 
relation to the scheme of redemption, will soon engage our 
attention. { 

It is evident, that the exhibit of the Commission as made by 
John and Luke presents no element of discord; while the more 
limited reference now made to that of Mark and Matthew, en- 
courages us to look for a similar result, under somewhat greater 
verbal differences. 


PAUL’S COMMISSION. 
Acts 26:17, 18! 


‘“‘ Delivering thee from the people and from the Gentiles, unto whom now I 
send (arooréAdw) thee; To open their eyes, and to turn them from darkness 
to light, and from the power of Satan unto God; that they may receive for- 
giveness of sins, and inheritance among them that are sanctified, by faith 
that is in me.”’ 


This is Paul’s Commission as an Apéstle. It is the same as 
that of the twelve. Bazrctw is not in it. That which farritu is 
used to express—reconciliation with and subjection to the Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghost—is in it, — “turning them from the power 
of Satan unto Gop.” “All nations” of Matthew, and “all the 
world” of Mark, are in it, — “delivering thee from the people 
(Jews) and the Gentiles.” Salvation by discipleship of Matthew, 
and by faith of Mark, is in it, — ‘‘that they may receive forgive- 
ness of sins and inheritance among the sanctified by faith that is 
in me.” Paul understood his Commission to be (vv. 19, 20) 
Preach repentance, turning to God, and lead holy lives, — ‘‘ teach- 
ing them to observe all things whatsoever I have commanded you.” 
The Commission of Paul without fazrif%w was the same as that of 
Matt. and Mark with their differently applied fazr{w. And as 
fanritw is left out of the Commission as recorded by Luke and 
John, and as declared by Paul to be received from the Lord 
Jesus Christ, without detriment to the Commission, so, Sarrifw 
might have been left out of the New Testament so far as water is 
concerned and been supplied by its dry New Testament equiva- 
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lents “ filled” ‘(Acts 2:4), “put on” (Gal. 3: 27), “endued” 
(Luke 24:49), “to trust” (1 Cor. 10:2 with Ex. 14:31) or that 


of the Syriac ‘to cause to stand” (passim). 
BanxtiZw has no control over water in the New Testament in a 


single instance. 





BAPTISM THAT SAVES. vita: 
Marx 16:15, 16. 
‘0 miotevoac Kal Bartcobeic owbyoeTat. 


‘«« And he said unto them, Go ye into all the world and preach the gospel 
to every creature. 

‘« He that believeth and is baptized shall be saved; but he that believeth 
not shall be damned.” 


Salvation by Baptism— What does it Mean? 


Mark agrees with John, and Luke, in making the sphere of 
the Commission “all the world” —‘‘all the nations;” also, in 
making its subject ‘“‘the Gospel” =the atonement, the death, and 
resurrection, of Christ—* thus it behooved Christ to suffer and to 
rise from the dead;” and also, that the end of the Commission 
was * salvation” =‘ the remission of sins.” 

But Mark has introduced the word fazri{w, which neither John 
nor Luke has done; has he thereby introduced an essentially new 
element into the Commission, to wit, a ritual ordinance, and 
made it a common basis with faith, for salvation ? 

This is the question which arises and claims consideration. 

The simple mention in the New Testament of baptism, does not 
necessitate the conclusion that reference is made to ritual water 
baptism ; because it is universally admitted, that the New Testa- 
ment announces a real baptism, without water, by the Spirit, as 
well as a ritual baptism with water. Which of the two is meant, 
in any given case, must be determined by other considerations 
than the mere word. 

In the present case, there are some (the larger number) who 
advocate a reference to ritual baptism, and others to real baptism. 
This diversity of opinion does not stop with the nature of the 
baptism, but reaches into its form and moral value: 1. Some say, 
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The baptism is ritual, with water, purely symbol in character, and 
without moral value except as the truth which it shadows (remis- 
sion of sins by the blood of Christ applied by the Holy Ghost) is 
apprehended by faith in the divine promise, and obedience is 
rendered as to an ordinance of God. ‘The statement of Mark 
respecting faith and baptism, is an authoritative assurance that 
salvation was suspended on the faithful reception of the gospel, 
and submission to its initiatory ordinance. The faith of the pro- 
fessing Christian must be attested and sustained by submission 
to gospel requirement”? (Witson, Prof. Sac. Lit., Gen. Assembly, 
Royal College, Belfast). 2. Some say: The baptism is ritual by 
dipping the body into water, without which dipping there is no 
baptism. Itis not said, Without which dipping there is no salva- 
tion; but saved and damned are placed in an in terrorem relation 
to the dipping so as to force into it. Thus Dr. Fuller begins his 
book—‘' The Act of Baptism. ‘He that believeth and is baptized 
shall be saved; but he that believeth not’ (it was unnecessary to, 
add, and is not baptized, for he that believeth not will, of course, 
not be baptized, or if he be baptized, it will avail him nothing), 
‘ shall be damned.’ Saved or damned! These are solemn thoughts, 
and solemnly should they be pondered by every man.” 3. Some 
believe the baptism is ritual, without reference to mode, and not. 
necessary to salvation, yet possessed of great spiritual efficacy. 
“There is an absolute necessity that every human being should, 
be born again. The work of the Holy Spirit is absolutely essen- 
tial to the production of this change. Baptism is one of the ordi~ 
nary means by which the Holy Spirit works this change. This 
grace is offered whenever Baptism is administered, and is actually 
conferred by the Holy Spirit whenever the individual receiving 
it does not present in himself a conscious voluntary barrier to its: 
efficacy. In Mark 16:16 something is mentioned as a MEAN, to 
wit, Baptism, and salvation is IN SOME SENSE conditioned upon it., 
When men read: ‘ He that believeth and is not baptized shall be, 
saved,’ they separate what God has joined and contradict our 
Lord. Faith is ABSOLUTELY essential to salvation, baptism oRDI- 
NARILY essential only ” (Pror. Krautu, Conserv. Reform., pp. 439, 
441). ‘Baptismal regeneration is the distinguishing doctrine of 
the new covenant, but let us take care and know and bear in 
mind what ‘ Baptism’ means; not the mere ecclesiastical act, not 
the mere fact of reception, by that act, among God’s professing 
people, but that completed by the Divine act, manifested by the 
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operation of the Holy Ghost in the heart and through the life” 
(Aurorp). 4. Some, who hold that Mark speaks of ritual bap- 
tism, believe it to be intimately related to and a condition of 
salvation. ‘The view, then, here held of Baptism, following the 
ancient church and our own, is that we be ingrafted into Christ, 
and thereby receive a principle of life, afterwards to be developed 
and enlarged by the fuller influxes of his grace; so that neither 
is Baptism looked upon as an infusion of grace distinct from the 
incorporation into Christ, nor is that incorporation conceived of 
as separate from its attendant blessings” (Dr. Pusey, Holy Bap- 
tism, p. 24). “Baptism is a sort of embodiment of the gospel; 
and a solemn expression of it ina single act. Hence the space 
and the place assigned to it in the Commission. The Christian 
Lawgiver and Saviour says: ‘* He that believeth and is baptized 
shall be saved.’ ... To associate faith and baptism as antece- 
dents, whose consequent is salvation, no matter what the connec- 
tion may be, will always impart to the institution a pre-eminence 
above all other religious institutions in the world. The Lord does 
not say, he that believeth and obeys this or that moral precept, 
shall be saved; but ‘He that believeth the Gospel and is bap- 
tized shall be saved.’ ... The baptisms of the New Testament, 
both of John and Jesus, were for the true, real, and formal remis- 
sion of sins, through faith in the Messiah and a genuine repent- 
ance toward God” (ALEXANDER CAMPBELL, Pres. Bethany Col- 
lege, Christian Baptism, pp. 257, 8). 5. There is a limited num- 
ber who deny that Mark speaks of ritual baptism; also denying 
that ritual baptism is to be perpetuated in the Christian church. 
‘“‘ As there is one Lord, and one faith, so there is one baptism. 
And this baptism is a pure and spiritual thing, to wit, the bap- 
tism of the Spirit and fire, by which we are buried with Him, that 
being washed and purged from our sins, we may walk in newness 
of life: of which the baptism of John was a figure, which was 
commanded for a time, and was not to continue forever” (Bar- 
cLay, Apology, p. 380). 


True Interpretation. 


All, so far as I am aware, who interpret the language of the 
Evangelist as indicating a ritual baptism, do so without having 
examined the question—*‘ May not this be the real baptism by 
the Holy Spirit and not ritual baptism with water?” This vital 
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issue has been assumed without investigation, and determined 
against the real baptism of the Scriptures, without a hearing. 
Such assumption is neither grounded in necessity, nor in the 
warrant of Scripture; whether regarded in its general teaching 
or in that of this particular passagé. That there is no necessity 
for limiting the baptism of this passage to a rite is obvious, be- 
cause the Scriptures furnish us with a real baptism by the Spirit, 
as well as with its symbol ritual baptism, from which to choose. 
There is no scriptural warrant in the general teaching of the 
Bible for identifying a rile with salvation; nor can such warrant 
be assumed in this particular passage (which does identify bap- 
tism and salvation), because there is no evidence on the face of 
the passage to show, that the baptism is ritual with water, rather 
than real by the Spirit. These points must be universally admit-" 
ted: 1. The passage does not declare a ritual baptism by express 
statement; 2. It contains no statement which involves a ritual 
baptism as a necessary inference; 8. The Scriptures present a 
real and a ritual baptism, by the one or the other of which to 
meet the exigencies of any elliptically stated baptism; 4. That 
baptism which meets, in its scripturally defined nature and power, 
the requirements of any particular passage, must be the baptism 
designed by such passage. 

We reject ritual baptism from all direct connection witb this 
passage, in general, because, the passage treats of salvation and 
its conditions (belief and baptism). All out of the Papal church 
admit, that ritual baptism has not the same breadth with belief 
as a condition of salvation, and are, therefore, compelled to in- 
troduce exceptions for which no provision is made in the terms 
of this passage. We accept the real baptism by the Holy Spirit 
as the sole baptism directly contemplated by this passage, in 
general, because, it meets in the most absolute and unlimited 
manner as a condition of salvation the obvious requirement on 
the face of the passage, having the same breadth with belief, and 
universally present in every case of salvation. 

We accept this view in particular: 1. Because it makes the use 
of ‘‘ baptized” harmonious with the associate terms, ‘ believeth” 
and *“‘saved.”’ The use of these terms, as well as ‘* baptized,” is 
elliptical. ‘‘ Believe” has in the New Testament a double usage; 
the one limited to the action of the intellect, as, ‘the devils be- 
lieve and tremble;” the other embraces and controls the affec- 
tions of the heart, as, ‘* with the heart we believe unto righteous- 
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ness.” It is the higher form of “belief” that is universally’ 
recognized as belonging to this passage. ‘‘ Saved,” also, is used 
in the New Testament, with a double application; as of the body, 
“all hope that, we should be saved was taken away ;” and of the 
soul, “‘ He shall save his people from their sins.” Again it is 
this higher salvation that is accepted without question. So, 
‘‘ baptized” is used in a lower and a higher meaning; applied in 
the one case to the body, as “‘I baptize you with water;” and in 
the other case applied to the soul, as *‘ He shall baptize yeu with 
the Holy Ghost.” By what just reasoning, now, can ‘ believeth,” 
and ‘‘ saved,” be taken in the highest sense, and ‘‘ baptized,” in 
the same sentence and in the same construction, be brought down 
to the lowest? We object to such diversity of interpretation as 
‘unnatural and without any just support. The only tenable supply 
of the ellipsis must be, ‘‘ He that believeth” (with the heart upon 
Christ), ‘‘and is baptized” (by the Holy Ghost into Christ) ‘ shall 
be saved” (by the redemption of Christ). 

2. The construction allows and the case requires, that a relation - 
of dependence and unity subsist between ‘‘ believeth” and ‘ bap- 
tized.” There is evidently some vinculum binding these words 
and the ideas which they represent, together. MippDLETON (Greek 
article, 7n loco) says: ‘In the Complutens. edit. the second par- 
ticiple has the article, which would materially alter the sense. 
It would imply, that he who believeth, as well as he who is bap- 
tized, shall be saved ; whereas the reading of the MSS. insists on 
the fulfilment of both conditions in every individual.” This is 
true; but it is not all the truth. This faith and this baptism must 
not only not be disjoined by being assigned to different persons, 
but they must not be disjoined by being assigned to different 
spheres, the one spiritual and the other physical; and being con- 
joined, in like spiritual nature, and meeting together in the same 
person, the whole truth requires, that they shall be recognized 
not as two distinct things existing harmoniously together, but as 
bearing to each other the intimate and essential relation of cause 
and effect, that is to say, the baptism is a consequence proceeding 
from the belief. As parallel in construction and in relation, we 
may take such phrases as ‘ He that drinketh and is drunken;” 
** He that eateth and is filled ;” ‘ He that runneth and is wearied.” 
In such passages it is evident that the relation of drinking, eat- 
ing, running, to the associate members of their several phrases, 
is that of cause to effect. A parallelism of construction may be 
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found in such other phrases as this: ** There fell on him a mist 
and a darkness” (Acts 13:11). ‘ Darkness may denote the 
effect as distinguished from the cause” (Prof. Alewander). ‘+ A 
mist and darkness. Cause and effect” (Prof. Hackett). ‘A sort 
of Hendiadis” (Bloomfield). ‘+ Xzé7os resulting from an affection 
of the eyes (dazdbs)”” (Olshausen). A like relation, without the 
zat, is seen in the former part of this same verse, ‘thou shalt be 
blind, not seeing the sun;” ‘py, Giénwy, states a consequence of 
the blindness, hence yy, not od” (Hackett). And this phrase finds 
a parallel (with zat introduced) in Luke 1:20: ‘Thou shalt be 
dumb and not able to speak.” ‘The words ‘not able to speak’ 
are added in order to explain the preceding” (Kutnoel.) ‘*Un- 
able to speak’ is merely an explanatory clause of owxdy” (Ols- 
hausen). ' 

A parallel construction, with contrast in sentiment and result, 
is seen in James 2:19, ‘*The devils, also, believe and tremble.” 
‘“*The word believe is here used in a very wide sense; for the 
devils perceive, and understand, and remember, that there is a 
God, and tremble in fearful expectation of eternal torments. So 
far is such a faith as that from justifying or saving its possessor; 
and yet it has some efficacy, but in an opposite direction” 
(Bengel). This believing and trembling are not two independent 
facts, but they are connected as cause and effect: the believing 
causes the trembling. And this condition of trembling may, 
with the most absolute propriety, be termed a baptism, as this 
whole Inquiry demonstrates, and as is specially shown by Isaiah 
.21:4, ** My heart panted, fearfulness affrighted me,” translated 
by the Septuagint, 7 dvoyia pe PaxriZec—Iniquity baptizes me, my 
soul is put into fear.” Although there is no word in the Hebrew 
corresponding with fazxt:fw, yet the thought is represented by 
it with great accuracy and force. A consciousness of iniquity 
“‘ affrights” = baptizes into FEAR. And belief in a holy God bap- 
tizes devils into trembling expectation of judgment and fiery in- 
dignation, because of conscious iniquity. The passage might be 
worded thus: Devils who believe and are so baptized shall perish. 
The belief, and the baptism, and the perishing, will, then, be 
interpreted by the character of the subjects—“ devils.” And the 
ellipsis will be supplied thus: ‘* Devils who believe in a holy God, 
and are thereby baptized into terror because of their iniquities, 
shall perish with an everlasting destruction, under the divine 
justice.” 
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Thus, on the authority of the Septuagint, and of all Greek 
usage, it is settled, that “belief” can baptize, and that it will bap- 
tize into a condition correspondent with the character of the be- 
liever and the subject-matter of the belief. While the belief of 
devils, directed toward a just and holy God, baptizes into present 
terror, issuing in everlasting destruction; the belief of the peni- 
tent sinner, directed toward a crucified Redeemer, baptizes into 
Christ (= into the remission of sins), and therefore into present 
‘peace which the world cannot give,” issuing in salvation and its 
everlasting redemption. 

3. This interpretation is vindicated by other passages parallel 
in construction and sentiment. Matt. 13:15, “Lest at any time 
they should be converted and I should heal them.” Here, the 
healing is dependent upon and is a consequence of the conver- 
sion. Mark 4:12, ‘‘ Lest at any time they should be converted 
and their sins should be forgiven them.”’ Here, more specifically, 
the forgiveness of sins is placed in a dependent relation on con- 
version. Acts 3:19, ‘Repent and be converted, that your sins 
may be blotted out.” In this passage we have the phrase ‘be 
converted and be forgiven ” resolved into the form, ‘* be converted, 
that your sins may be blotted out,” establishing the interpreta- 
tion as a relation of cause and effect. But more; we have a 
like relation established between Repentance and Conversion— 
‘“Repent and be converted.” Conversion is inseparable from 
and a consequence of repentance. It is a matter of indifference 
whether it is said: ‘* Repent that your sins may be blotted out,” 
or ‘Be converted that your sins may be blotted out,” or ‘ Re- > 
pent and be converted that your sins may be blotted out.” This 
last form no more presents two separate things as the ground of 
forgiveness than does either of the others. They all present one 
and the same thing. So, it is alike indifferent whether it is said: 
‘* Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ and thou shalt be saved,” or, 
‘* Be baptized into Christ, putting on Christ, and thou shalt be 
saved,” or, ‘* Believe on Christ and be baptized into Christ, and 
thou shalt be saved.” The latter form no more presents two di- 
verse things as the ground of salvation than does either of the 
others ; they both present but one and the same thing; an insepa- 
rable consequence implied in the one form being stated in the 
other. This view is confirmed by Acts 2:38, ‘‘ Repent and be 
baptized (believing) upon the name of Jesus Christ, into the re- 
mission of sins.” This passage does not differ, by jot or tittle, in 
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general construction or in sentiment, from Acts 3:19. The 
ruling element in both is, ‘‘ Repent.” On this depends alike “the 
blotting out of sins,” and “the baptism into the remission of 
sins ;” and between the resultant thought and value of these 
phrases there is not so much differehce as the dust of the balance. 
These two phrases differing wholly as to the basis in which they 
are grounded, are yet equal in a supreme force and in absolute- 
ness of result. Sins ‘ blotted out” are absolutely extinguished; 
and the guilty ‘ baptized into the remission of sins ” are most ab- 
solutely freed from sin — brought into a condition in which the 
remission of sins has its completest’ development. 

4, This interpretation is vindicated by the most express state- 
ment of Scripture. Matthew (3:2) says, ‘John preached (Mera- 
wostte) Repent ye!” He says, also, ‘He baptized those who re- 
pented (lc perdvoray) into repentance,” using water as a symbol of 
the purified condition consequent upon true repentance. But 
Matthew does not directly connect repentance and remission of 
sins, although he does so indirectly: (1.) By calling upon men 
to repent; (2.) By the statement (3:6) that the baptized ‘ made 
confession of their sins ;” (3.) By refusing (3:7) to baptize those 
who had not shown repentance by a new life; (4.) By the symbol 
use of water, which in a baptism “into repentance” could only 
indicate (not repentance itself but) the purity consequent upon 
remitted sin granted to the penitent. 

This gracious connection between Repentance and the remis- 
sion of sin which Matthew only implies, Mark most expressly 
states. He does not, with Matthew merely say, ‘‘ John preached, 
Repert!’’ but makes the fuller statement (1:4) ‘‘ John preached 
(Sdxtispa petavotas ets ageow dyaptidy) the baptism of repentance 
into the remission of sins.” This language, in view of the philo- 
logical character and historical usage of faxtifw, and the verbal 
forms and doctrinal teaching of the New Testament, cannot pos- 
sibly mean any other than that Repentance baplizes into the 
remission of sins. Anda ‘baptism into the remission of sins,” 
cannot (in view of the same determining elements) possibly 
mean any other than the most complete, thorough, and absolute 
remission of sins. And the water which appears in a ritual ser- 
vice based: in such baptism, cannot (in view of its use in all re- 
ligious rites, heathen and Christian) possibly indicate other, than 
the purity consequent on the remission of sins as related to an 
antecedent repentance. . 
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Now, as Repentance baptizes into the remission of sins, and as 
Conversion baptizes into the remission of sins, so does FaiTH 
baptize into the remission of sins. This was taught by John, as 
interpreted by Paul (Acts 19:4): ‘John verily baptized the 
baptism of repentance, saying unto the people, that they should 
believe on Him which should come after him, that is on Christ 
Jesus.” The phraseology used by Paul “(ta meotebower ef tov 
épyopevov) that they should believe (entering) into the Coming 
One,” is grounded in the same conception as farrifw ef, and 
the ellipsis necessarily implied, should be supplied thus—That 
they should believe and be baptized (ets tov eépyopsvoy, 0. @., ets TOv 
Aptstov *Incovv) into the Coming One, 7. e., into Christ Jesus, 
there would not be between the statement as it stands, and the 
statement as thus completed, so much as an infinitesimal differ- 
ence. Paul represents FairH as immediately baptizing into 
Christ, who has now come, while John teaches, that REPENTANCE 
baptizes immediately into the remission of sins, through the 
coming Lamb of God who taketh away the sins of the world, to 
whom the faith of the repenting ones looks forward. 

Repentance and Faith as baptizing agencies are exhibited in 
Luke 24:47: ‘That repentance and remission of sins should be 
preached (ézt t@ dvépate adtvd) upon his name ;” where repentance 
is exhibited as causative of the remission of sins, and faith is im- 
plied in the preposition ézt, all resting “‘upon” that ‘only name 
given under heaven among men whereby we must be saved.” 
And all this is confirmed by Luke’s report of Peter’s preaching 
under this commission in Acts 2:38: ‘ Repent and be baptized 
(éxi tw dvonare) (believing) upon the name of Jesus Christ (cic), 
into the remission of sins.” Here the addition of “baptized 
into” does not increase, or diminish, or modify in any way the 
~ sentiment in Luke 24: 47; it merely introduces a form of expres- 
sion which gives to it an additional and vivid force. The com- 
mand of Christ to preach ‘* Repentance and Remission of sins 
upon his name” was followed to the letter when Peter preached 
‘“‘ Repent and be baptized into the remission of sins upon the 
name of Jesus Christ.” Had he preached a ritual ordinance in 
answer to the despairing ery ** What must we do ?” and announced 
Repentance and a ritual baptism as necessary for the remission 
of sins, he would have been utterly false to his trust and trampled 
the Commission of Jesus Christ into the dust. 

The faith which is implied in the éz of Luke and Peter is ex- 
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pressed by Paul in answer to the same anguished cry, “ What 
must I do to be saved?” (Acts 16:31) ‘ Believe (2) upon the 
name of the Lord Jesus Christ and thou shalt be saved?” There 
are not three distinct ways for the remission of sins and salvation 
—Repentance, and Conversion, and Faith ; but these three agree 
in one, uniting in Jesus Christ, the Lamb of God that taketh 
away sin and the only name of salvation, through whom they re- 
ceive their power, while giving self-testimony to the regenerating 
work of the Holy Ghost in the soul. 

May we not add that these things give to, and receive con- 
firmation from, the interpretation of Heb. 6:2, as teaching that 
Repentance and Faith are ‘doctrines which baptize into the re- 
mission of sins, and into Christ,” and should be so received as 
among the first ‘‘principles of the doctrine of Christ?” 

5. This interpretation receives an interesting and forcible sup- 
port from the Syriac Version. Dr. Murdock, translator of the 
Syriac New Testament into English, in an article on ‘“‘The Syriac 
Words for Baptism,” in the Biblotheca Sacra, Oct. 1850, says: 
‘*The declaration in Mark 16:15, 16, which in the Greek reads, 
‘Go ye into all the world, and preach the gospel to every crea- 
ture: He that believeth and is baptized shall be saved; but he 
that believeth not shall be damned’ would in the Syriac read, 
‘He that believeth and standeih fast shall be saved; but he that 
believeth not shall be damned.’ According to the Greek our 
Lord seems to state (wo conditions of salvation, namely, believing, 
and being immersed or washed in the name of the Holy Trinity; 
but according to the Syriac he states in reality only one condi- 
tion, namely, that of believing and standing fast in our confidence 
in the triune God. And therefore, very pertinently, the last part 
of the apostolic commission omits the clause respecting the bap- 
tism, and simply says, ‘He that believeth not shall be damned.’ 
Such views of these texts are in perfect harmony with the doctrine 
everywhere inculcated in the New Testament, that it is only the 
steadfast, persevering Christian that will be saved. ... If the 
Jesuit missionaries had obtained their ideas of the nature and 
import of Christian baptism from the phraseology of the Syriac 
Bible, they could hardly have adopted the belief that by stealthily 
sprinkling water upon an ignorant Pagan, in the name of the 
Trinity, they converted him into a real Christian, and plucked 
him from perdition. Nor would some Protestants have been led 
to believe that the mere rite of baptism translated a person into 
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the Kingdom or Church of God, entitled him to divine grace, and 
was necessary to a man’s salvation. ... The Apostles, when 
writing or speaking in Syriac, did, probably, designate baptism 
by a verb and its derivations, which properly signify to stand up, 
to be firm, erect, and stable, like pillars. Of course both modes 
of designating baptism rest on good authority; both are suitable, 
and it is allowable to Christians to adopt either.” 

Dr. Murdock speaks with just reserve when he says, ‘* The 
Greek seems to state two conditions of salvation.” If the haptism 
spoken of was a ritual observance, there would indeed be two 
conditions of salvation, because a spiritual faith and a physical 
rite must of necessity be two things and not one thing; and if 
they bave been conjoined for salvation by the Lord Jesus Christ, 
there is no power by which they can be disjoined. But Dr. Mur- 
dock shrinks from accepting for truth a seeming duality, because 
of antagonism with the entire scope of Scripture teaching. His 
embarrassment arises from supposing that the baptism spoken of 
as a condition of salvation is a ritual baptism, and not that bap- 
tism “into Curisr” which is by faith begotten by the Holy Ghost. 
That Repentance baptizes ‘into the remission of sins” is a truth 
of Scripture directly stated and as certain as any truth of Mathe- 
matics. That Fath baptizes “into Christ” is not as distinctly, 
verbally stated, and yet is clearly taught. It is involved in, and 
in the relations of, éz? r@ dvéyate of Luke (24:47), and ext t@ dvéuate 
*Inood Xptatod of Peter (Acts 2: 38), and the moredawatr cig tov épyd- 
pevov of Paul (Acts 19:4), compared with his baptism ef¢ Xprordv 
*Inootv (Rom. 6:3), ets Xpcordv (Gal. 4:27), and his “baptisms of 
doctrine” (faxtiopay didazjs) (= Repentance and Faith) (Heb. 6: 
1, 2), and all as bearing upon the declaration of Mark—* He that 
‘believeth, and” so, by faith, ‘is baptized,” eis Xpcordy, ‘shall be 
saved.” Therefore the statement of CREMER (s. Vv. Sarrifw) in his 
New Testament Lexicon is well founded when he says: ‘‘ As the 
baptism of Jonn was characterized as a Sdrtiopna petavotas a bap- 
tism of repentance, so the baptism of Christ may be characterized 
as a Barttopa xistews a baptism by faith.” 

The Greek Testament is quite adequate to furnish, within itself, 
evidence that Mark declares not two, but one only condition of 
salvation; yet this evidence is, as uniquely as powerfully, sus- 
tained by the Syriac. 

Dr. Murdock labors under a misconception when he supposes 
that the baptism of Mark must be, as that of Matthew, “‘in (into) 
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the name of the Holy Trinity.” There is as much, indeed much 

more, difference between the baptism e/¢ Xpeordy and the baptism 

eis td dvona tod Hatpds, . .. as there is between the baptism es 
petdvotay and the baptism «is ageow dyaptt@y. There is the greatest 

diversity as to the immediate and independent character of a 

baptism ¢nio REPENTANCE and a baptism into THE REMISSION OF 

SINS; and yet there is the greatest unity in their common and 

equal relation to salvation. So, considered independently, there 

is the greatest diversity between a baptism znéo Curist, the in-: 
carnate and crucified REDEEMER, and a baptism into the name of 

the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, the revealed 

TRIUNE Gop, as such, neither incarnate nor crucified. But in the 

scheme of redemption this diversity, in particular, embraces an 

ultimate unity; the baptism of the guilty into Curis being ante- 

cedent and in order to the baptism of the ‘‘ washed by the blood: 
of the Lamb” into the name of the Father, and of the Son, and. 
of the Holy Ghost. But more of this when we consider the lan- 

guage of Matthew. 

Finally: The interpretation which makes this baptism a ritual 
ordinance 1s full of embarrassment. (1.) It gives countenance to 
the Romish doctrine that ritual baptism is essential to salvation ; 
(2.) To the doctrine, held outside of the Romish church, that if 
this rite is not absolutely and solely necessary and adequate to 
salvation, it only comes short of such character; (3.) To the doc- 
trine that the rite does and must, of itself, effect some result 
accompanying salvation; (4.) To the doctrine of that class of 
Baptists who believe that the rite constitutes a condition of sal- 
vation in the same sense as Repentance and Faith, and especially 
is necessary in order to the remission of sins; (5.) To the doctrine 
of that class of Baptists who shrink from saying that 4 rite is 
essential to salvation, yet hold up (in terrorem) a dipping into 
water as essential to a baptism; (6.) It constrains those who do 
not believe that the rite is a condition of salvation, nor, in itself, 
efficient for spiritual good, but only a ritual symbolization by 
water of the real work of the Holy Ghost in the soul, to assume 
the task of explaining away what is the apparent and natural 
interpretation on the admission that the baptism spoken of is a 
ritual ordinance. On the other hand, under the interpretation that 
the baptism is intv Curisr by faith, the work of the Holy Ghost, 
every embarrassment disappears, and the doctrine is brought into . 
direct and full harmony with the whole scope of Scripture teaching.. 

26 
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Baxritw used elliptically. 


How groundless is the idea, that faxcitw used elliptically or 
absolutely reqnires the introduction of water to expound the bap- 
tism will be manifest by glancing at a few cases of such usage 
taken from Classical writers. 

“Eva ywods BantLopevoy 76 petpdxtov, I perceiving that the youth 
was baptized ;” Plato Huthydemus, c. vii. A baptism by sophis- 
tical questions (into MENTAL BEWILDERMENT). There is no water. 

“-Exrdjacet ty yuoyny, dgyw npooneody zat xatesdnttos, Stun’ the 
Soul, falling suddenly upon it, and baptizes it;” Achilles Tat., 
I, 3. A baptism by profound emotion (into MENTAL APATHY). 
Here is no place for water. 

6“ KaraBarticOnoetat pot TO Cay wh Brérovte D'Ruxépav, My life will be 
baptized, not seeing Glycera;” Alciphr., Epis. I, 3. A baptism 
by varied engagements (¢nto DEATH). There is no water. 

““Yorepov tRantioay tiv zékv, Afterward they baptized the city ;” 
Josephus, Jew. War, IV, 3. <A baptism by want of food (into 
FAMINE). Water can render no aid here. 

“°O BantiSduevov éopdy tov &OAtwoy Kivwya, Who found the miserable 
Cimon baptized ;” Libanius, Hpist. 962. A baptism by sorrow 
(into WRETCHEDNESS). Water can find no place here. 

“Ejdnxtiss Sdyy éxet tiv ’Aotaov, He baptized there all Asia;” 
Himerius, XV,3. A baptism by battle (¢néo PROFOUND DISASTER). 
Water is not needed even in this naval-battle baptism. 

“’Oheyov dv éGantifero, The number left being small were bap- 
tized ;” Libanius, Hmp. Jul.,c. 71. This was by exvessive duties 
(into FAILURE OF ACCOMPLISHMENT). Water brings no help. 

“ Mijxw BeBanttopévov, Not yet baptized ;” Plutarch Bangq., ITI, 8. 
A baptisin by wine (into DRUNKENNESS). Water will not do. 


It is unnecessary to multiply cases. They prove two things: 
1. Whenever a baptism is stated without an explanatory adjunct, 
there is no, of course, calling on water to fill the deficiency; 2. 
Faira is as competent an agency for baptizing the soul into 
CHRIST, as any agency, for any baptism, ever used by Jew or 
Greek. 

The evidence for a clear and harmonious scriptural interpreta- 
tion of this passage seems to be complete. 
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THAT BAPTISM WHICH IS ULTIMATE AND ETERNAL INTO THE 
NAME OF THE ONLY LIVING AND TRUE GOD, 
FATHER, SON, AND HOLY GHOST. 


MatrHEew 28: 19, 20. 


Hopeviévteg obv uabytetoate mavta Ta evn, Bantiovrec avtove eic Td dvopa 
tov Ilarpoc, kat tov Yiod, kai rod ‘Aytov IIvebuaroc, 
* / , ~ " , ~ 
Avdokovtes avtod¢ typeiv ravta boa éverecAduny bulv. kad dod, éyO pe? buov 
: , 2 Sai 
ell Tdoac Tac Huépac Ewe THE ovvTEAEiag TOU aldvoc. "Aphy. 


“Go ye therefore, disciple all nations, baptizing them into the name of 
the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost; 

“Teaching them to observe all things whatsoever I have commanded 
you: and lo! I am with you alway, even unto the end of the world. 
Amen.”’ 


The Redeemed reconciled and made subject to the Triune God. 


The passage now about to be considered contains the last 
words on earth of “God manifest in the flesh,’ who came into 
our world ‘to fulfil all righteousness” by obedience to the Law 
and by endurance of the penalty of the Law, in order to redeem 
his people from all evil (subduing their enmity, removing their 
guilt, renewing them in the divine image, making them willingly 
subject to the living and true God), and so, ‘* making peace.” No 
passage of Scripture has a higher value than this. No passage 
of Scripture is richer in instruction or has a deeper reach into 
eternity. And no passage of Scripture so develops in simple 
grandeur the scheme of redemption as embracing all the world, 
through all the ages, and terminating, where it begun, in the one 
living and true God. Its marvellous comprehension not only em- 
braces the redemptive scenes of earth, but encircles the enthroned 
Redeemer at the right hand of the Father where he reigns pos- 
sessed of “all power in heaven and on earth” as Head over all 
things to the Church, even until all enemies being subdued, he 
shall give back this Messiah gift, and “‘God—the Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghost ’””—* shall be all in all.” 


‘ 
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A passage of such unspeakable importance might be supposed 
to have an interpretation so clear and precise as to meet with 
universal acceptance. But it is not so. Few passages of Scrip- 
ture have exhibited a more unsettled and varied interpretation. 
Such want of accord gives warning of a radical defect somewhere. 
Tt is our business to discover, if possible, where it is, and what it 
is. To this end any interpretation conceived in that spirit of deep 
reverence which the passage eminently demands, should be wel- 
comed, and thoughtfully considered. 

There is an interpretation, which comes commended as Pome 
the outgrowth of the radical meaning of fazritw in its universal 
usage, and having been applied in an unswervingly uniform ap- 
plication through all the line of this Inquiry, whose worth may be 
finally tested by its fitness to elucidate these last, momentous 
words of our divine Redeemer. 

But before making its direct application it will be profitable to 
examine some of the many translations and interpretations which 
have been offered without meeting with general acceptance. 


Translation. 


In the various translations of this passage there is no material 
difference except as to the words farrifw eis. There is a very 
general assent to the translation which makes paéyteboate mean to 
make disciples, to disciple, rather than “to teach.” Some (Stuart) 
think, that faxri{w may be translated to wash; in its broad re- 
ligious application, including sprinkling, and pouring, as methods 
for effecting the cleansing. Some (Williams, Beecher, Godwin) 
would translate to purify; leaving the method of purifying un- 
limited. The objection to such translations is not, that the word 
cannot, or does not, have such meanings; but when it has, it is 
the result of absorbing a phrase which was expressive of such idea; 
while here, the phrase is not absorbed, and consequently the verb 
must be received in its essential, and not in any acquired mean- 
ing. Patristic writers use this word superabundantly to express 
‘such acquired meaning; but it is very doubtful whether, in its 
absolute use, it is ever so used in the New Testament. It is more 
probable, that an ellipsis should always be supplied. Others 
(Carson, A. Campbell) insist, that the translation should be to 
dip; while others (Arnold) insist as absolutely that the transla- 
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tion should be to plunge; and yet others (Fuller) advocate im- 
merse. 

The objections to dip and to plunge are: 1. These words ex- 
press severally a definite act, essentially different in nature and 
power, and therefore one word cannot express two essentially 
diverse conceptions; 2. Neither word can possibly express the 
force of the Greek word because definite action belongs to each, 
while definite action has no place in the essential nature of the 
word they claim to represent. The objections to immerse are: 1. 
It is used, by the friends of dipping into water as baptism, for 
the equivalent of dip, which is as far from the truth as darkness 
is from light; 2. The actual usage of this word by these writers 
is deceptive ; sometimes it is used to express the momentary put- 
ting into and withdrawal of an object, and again, it is used to 
express an object being within an element without having ever 
been put znito it, or ever taken out of it, which double meaning it 
.is impossible for any one word to express; 3. If «mmerse were 
consistently used as the equivalent of dip there would be neither 
necessity nor advantage for using it at all; and it would be just 
as helpless to express the Greek word as the rejected dip; 4. If 
immerse should be used at its true value (putting into without 
limitation of time), it would become worthless on the hands of 
those who insist on putting men and women into water, for in 
such case (as they confess) they would have to drown. The 
simple remedy is to baptize, as God enjoins, without putting into 
water. 

We understand this word here, as in every other like syntactic 
relation whether among Classic, Jewish, or Inspired writers, as 
demanding for its object withinness of position, without regard 
to the manner of introduction and witbout limitation of time for 
its withdrawal. 

There is a very general agreement as to the translation of «dc. 

Among Baptist writers, Carson, Dagg, Wayland, Judson, as 
well as Alexander Campbell (in another branch) unite in saying, 
that this preposition should not be translated 7, nor unio, nor 
for, nor in order to, nor with reference to, but by INTO. 

Writers who differ from these as to the administration of the 
ordinance, such as Prof. Stuart, President Halley, Prof. Wilson, 
and critical Scholars generally, unite in the same translation, 
into. 


“ 
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Dr. Conant is an exception to this general agreement. He 
argues against the translation into and insists on that of im, in 
the sense with reference to. He admits that tle literal transla- 
tion is “‘¢nfo the name,” but says: ‘Into the name is not an 
English phrase, and, though the literal form of the Greek, does 
not give the sense.” In support of this view he says: ‘In the 
name is the proper English expression of els 70 dvopa; as in 
chapter 18:20, are gathered together in my name, and with 
the same ground idea, but with a different application of it, 
in chapter 10:41, in the name of a prophet, ete. The idea of 
reference to is the ground meaning of e/s in these cases; and 
this with all it includes, is expressed by the English form, n the 
name.” 

Whatever may be the translation of ef¢ in the passages cited, 
no light is thereby thrown on the passage before us, because the 
character of the verbs with which the preposition is in construc- 
tion differs radically. In the phrase dvayw els or deyopat eis, there - 
is nothing in the verb to give a specific meaning to the preposi- 
tion; but in the phrase faztiZw els there is an essential power of 
the verb which fixes definitely the meaning of the preposition. 
The verb demands in such construction withinness for its object 
and necessitates e?s to indicate the passage of such object out of 
one condition into another condition, without removal. There is 
no question as to the propriety of translating efs diversely, in di- 
verse relations; but the question is this: Can eés be translated 
otherwise than by into when construed with fazrifw, or with any 
other verb of like character? Can this preposition in the phrase 
(1 Cor. 15:54) zarexd0n eis vixos, have any other meaning than 
into? Does not the character of the verb (swallow down) neces- 
sitate such meaning? And in the phrase (1 Tim. 6:9) fudiZovcr 
ets dAeOpov, is there not a like necessity for the translation into ? 
Can a verb which carries its object into an abyss, be associated 
with ef in any other sense than into? The same necessity ‘ob- 
tains in like usage of faxtifw. Dr. Conant does not object to the 
translation of Jartifw els by baptize INTO, per se, for he uniformly 
gives such translation whenever this phrase appears in the Classics. 
Nor does he confine such translation to cases of literal and physi- 
cal use, but extends it to the tropical and figurative, also. The 
same translation appears repeatedly in his version of the New 
Testament. It is only in connection with efs 1d évoya that this 
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preposition is translated in (Acts 8:16; 19:5). But there is no 
reason in évoya more than in dvarcOnotav, Snvov, or Xpeordv, for modi- 
fying the preposition. It is a mistake to suppose, that the Greek 
ets tO dvopa corresponds with the English “in the name.” The 
Greek form é 7@ ¢évéyate corresporfds both in form and in force 
with the English phrase. These two Greek forms are not equiva- 
lent and must not be confounded. When Peter commanded the 
lame man “in the name (2» tw ovépate) of Jesus Christ to rise up 
and walk,” the Greek phrase and the English are in entire cor- 
respondence. So, when Peter (Acts 10:48) commanded Corne- 
lius and friends “in the name (2 tw évéyatt) of the Lord, to be 
baptized,” there is the same correspondence; “in the name” 
being dependent on ‘ command,” and not on * baptize.” 

The active form of fazziZw does not in the New Testament, nor 
out of it, take ¢ after it to indicate the complementary idea of 
the verb. When, therefore, fartiSw is associated with ef¢ td dvopa 
it is not to be converted into & r@ évéyatt, but is to be interpreted 
in the same manner as every other like construction. 

As Dr. Conant translates ‘ PePantiopéevoy ets dvaco0naiav baptized 
INTO insensibility,” and * Baxt:Zépevog cfg Oxvov baptized INTO sleep,” 
and “ Banrifoucr ei¢ xopyecay baptize INTO fornication,” and “ 2faz- 
tisOnte eis Xptotoy baptized INTO Christ,” so, Gefaxttopévor eis td dvopa 
tod Kupiov ?[nood must be translated baptized INTO THE NAME 
of the Lord Jesus, and farrtifovres els td dvopa tod Ilatpds, .. . 
must be translated baptizing INTO THE NAME of the Father. ... 
The phrases baptize es td dvopa INTO the name expressing the 
ideal element into which the baptized object passes, and baptize 
é¢y t® dvévatt in THE NAME declaring the authority by which the 
baptism is administered, are fundamentally diverse in concep- 
tion and must be so exhibited in the translation. 

Professor Schaff excepts to the translation of Dr. Conant (in 
the name) and to his vindicatory remark (‘‘baptize into the 
name, is not English”) by appealing to the fact, that the Author: 
ized Version translates, ‘‘ baptized into Jesus Christ” (Rom. 6:3); 
‘baptism into death” (v. 4); ‘‘ baptized into Christ” (Gal. 3: 27) ; 
and asks, ‘* Why not, then, say with equal propriety, ‘to bap- 
tize inlo the name of Christ,’ 7.e., into communion and fellow- 
ship with Him and the holy Trinity as revealed in the work of 
creation, redemption, and regeneration?” (Lange, Matt. 28:19 
note). 

Alford says: ‘‘It is unfortunate that our English Bible does 
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‘ 


408 CHRISTIC BAPTISM. 


not, here, give us the force of e’c. It should have been into (as 
in Gal. 3:27) both here and in 1 Cor. 10:2, and wherever the 
expression is used.” 

A writer in the National Baptist (May 8, 1873) makes a 
plea for Dr. Conant’s translation thus: “I have felt a serious 
objection to INTO the name after baptize or immerse, because that 
construction seems to me to indicate the element in or into which, 
literally or metaphorically, the person is placed by the act—Im- 
mersed into water, into (a state of ) death, into suffering, into busi- 
ness. It appears to me that we cannot thus, either literally or 
metaphorically, be baptized, immersed, plunged, into the revealed 
character and relations (‘name’) of the Trinity; but rather we 
are immersed in, or, if you please, into water, WITH REFERENCE 
To (unto?) the name, 7.e., the revealed character and work of the 
Father, Son, and Spirit. Hence I am not clear that we can im- 
prove upon the old familiar phrase (‘7n the name’) unless we use 
several words, and say, with reference to.” 

It is not to be wondered at that those who seek to ground their 
theory of dipping into water in the Scriptures, should feel a 
serious objection to baptizing InTO the name, ‘‘ because that con- 
struction seems to indicate the element into which, metaphori- 
cally, the person is placed by the act.” This writer ‘‘ seems to 
indicate” the dilemma in which he and his friends are placed, 
which is simply this—change oUR THEORY or change the WORD OF 
Gop. So long as the Bible teaches as its baptism, a baptism into 
REPENTANCE, info REMISSION, into CuRisT, into THE NAME of the 
Lord Jesus, into THE NAME of the Father, and of the Son, and of 
the Holy Ghost, and repudiates persistently and absolutely a bap- 
tism info WATER, just so long must that Bible “‘ seem to indicate” 
an ideal element for its baptism, and a ritual symbolization of 
that baptism with water; and the theory must be discarded both 
as impossible in its nature (a dipping is not a baptism) and in 
contradiction to the most’ express, reiterated, and unvarying tes- 
timony of the word of God. 


Various Views—Baptist. 


“To disciple all nations, is to bring them by faith into the 
school of Christ.. The persons whom this commission warrants 
to be baptized, are scholars of Christ, having believed in him for 
salvation, ‘Baptizing them into the name of the Father, and of 
the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.’ It is into the faith and sub 
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jection of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost that men are to be 
baptized” (Carson, 173). ‘Eig td dvopa in the name, intends into 
the belief, . . . instructed in, and brought over to the faith of 
Christ, which is the sense I contend for” (Gale, 272). ‘We 
must take the command, ‘disciplé all the nations’ in the best 
sense, make true, genuine believers, bring sinners to Christ and 
make them his disciples. . . . The baptizing was to be coexten- 
sive with the discipling. . . . Grammarians teach that a participle 
following a verb, is frequently used in Greek like the gerund in 
do in Latin, signifying the means. This is not an invariable rule. 
The participle following the verb, in the Greek Testament, very 
seldom signifies the means. More frequently than not the action 
of the participle follows that of the verb. ‘In those days came 
John the Baptist preaching’ (Matt. 3:1). John did not come by 
means of preaching. ‘There came a certain man kneeling’ (Matt. 
17:14). He kneeled when he had come. ‘I sat daily with you 
teaching’ (Matt. 26:55). » Christ did not sit by means of teach- 
ing. ‘The priests went into the temple accomplishing the ser- 
vice’ (Heb. 9:6). The service was accomplished after entering 
the temple. Disciple all nations, baptizing them (that is the dis- 
ciples) ‘in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Ghost’” (Morell, 55; Hdinburgh). “The Greek verb bap- 
tizo signifies to immerse. By vmmersion, we mean an entire cov- 
ering, or a complete surrounding with some element. We main- 
tain that the action alone (immersion) is enjoined, not the mode 
of immersion. The word dip, however unadvisedly, may have 
been used by some Baptist writers in the same sense in which we 
are now using the word immerse, although without any explana- 
tory remark affirming this; and certainly the assertion of Dr. 
Carson, that the Greek verb invariably means to dip has been 
animadverted upon with sufficient severity by those who have ex- 
cluded from the English word every idea but that of putteng the 
object into the element. In Matt. 28:19, this act is performed 
on the assenting believer into the name of Father, and of the 
Son, and of the Holy Spirit. This is the Christian rite” (Ing- 
ham, 26; London). ‘Go make disciples or Christians, baptizing 
them in the name of the Father, etc., ¢.¢., into subjection and 
obedience to the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost. This is 
the Granp Commission. We believe that the Scriptures repre- 
sent the immersion of a professed believer in the name of the 
Trinity, and that only, to be Christian baptism. The immersion 
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of the subject in water is ESSENTIAL to the ordinance” (I. P. 
Jewett, 12). ‘The ordinance of baptism is to be administered by 
the immersion of the body in water; baptizing the candidate 
‘into the name of the Father, and the Son, and the Holy Ghost.’ 
We prefer into to in. Into is the proper translation. It expresses 
the meaning of the ordinance which the other (in) does not. In 
the name of any one means merely by the authority of, and noth- 
ing more. The NAME, here, has a totally different signification. 
To baptize into any one is, into a profession of faith of any one, 
and sincere obedience to him. This is the meaning of being bap- 
tized into the name of, or into the Father, and the Son, and 
the Holy Ghost. We could baptize anything zm the name... 

Romanists baptize bells, standards, or anything, in the name of 
... We cannot baptize into the Father, . . . anything but a 
rational being” (President Wayland, 89). ‘*'The form of expres- 
sion is always baptizing ¢n (é) or into (e's) something. In water ~ 
in Jordan, in Enon, tn the Holy Spirit. (év) ; ¢nto the name of the 
Father, ¢nto the name of Paul, 7nto my own name, into what were 
ye baptized, into John’s baptism, into Moses, into Christ, into his 
death, into death. Baptism being in or into something must be 
immersion into water” (Booth, 260; London). ‘ The use of ete in 
the New Testament, has a reference to the action performed by the 
person baptized. Thus the Jews were immersed in the cloud and 
sea while they were entering into Moses. It is not intimated that 
as many as were baptized into Christ, had not been baptized in 
water, but that they were baptized in water when they entered into 
Christ. They were immersed (entering) into Christ, and such per- 
sons must have entered ‘into his death.’ .. . To the same point 
must be referred the into in our Lord’s commission. The words do 
not-imply that the persons should be baptized in the name of the 
Father, etc., instead of in water ; nor are the words into the name, 
etc., intended to form the disciples’ authority for baptizing the con- . 
verts, for this is expressed in the imperative verb go; but it is in- 
tended to describe those persons who are to be baptized. The 
whole meaning is expressed thus: Go, make disciples, baptizing 
in water those who enter into the name, or resign themselves to the 
authority, of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. Znter into 
the name is even stronger than the expression resign themselves to 
the authority. ... The most vital parts of Christian duty have, 
in past time, been baptized in pollution and error, and in rising 
from this filthy submersion, it requires equal care, not to retain 
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an adhesive wrong, and not to reject a Divine right” (Siovel, 500; 
London). ‘The commission, ‘Go ye baptizing’ gives no indi- 
cation that the ordinance was thereby instituted. It regards the 
ordinance to be administered, as it does the gospel to be preached, 
as already known, a thing in exisfence. John’s baptism and 
Christian baptism are in essentials identical. The time of the 
institution of baptism is thus fixed at the beginning of John’s 
ministry” (Prof. Pepper, 27; Bapt. Pub. Soc.). ‘There is a 
phrase which no Christian can misunderstand, and have a just 
and true idea of his relation to God. I mean our baptismal 
formula: ‘Into the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of 
the Holy Ghost.’ .. . Our immersion is not merely immersion; 
it-is immersion ‘into the name of the Father, and of the Son, and 
of the Holy Ghost.’ Bare immersion no more exhausts the idea 
of immersion into Christ, than the door of a temple exhausts the 
idea of the temple” (Pres. Bruner, Oskaloosa College, Disciple 
Bapt.). ‘This is the law of Christian baptism; the institution 
and origin of it. John’s baptism was not Christ’s baptism. John 
was not sent by the Lord Jesus Christ, but by his Father. It 
should be translated— All authority’ in heaven and in earth is 
given to me: go you, therefore, and make disciples of all nations, 
baptizing them info the name of the Father, and of the Son, and 
of the Holy Spirit, teaching them to observe, etc.” (Alexander 
Campbell, Baptism, 220). ‘The immersion of a professing be- 
liever, into the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Ghost, is the only Christian baptism ” (Adon. Judson, Ser- 
mon, 55). 


Unsatisfactory. 


These views are very unsatisfactory. They are loose, confused, 
discordant, and untrue; both as expository of this particular pas- 
sage, and of the general teaching of Scripture. There is a verbal 
acknowledgment of the vital relation between fantifovtes and ets 
tO dvopa, together with a formal translation based on such relation, 
and, then, in the exposition there is an utter abandonment of such 
relation, and the establishment of another (with water) utterly 
diverse in nature, on which the interpretation of the passage is 
made to turn. To vindicate this separation of what God has 
joined together, and to justify this conjunction of what God has 
put widely apart, not one word is offered. It is like everything 
else under the theory, assumed without proof and in contradic- 
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tion of the most express statements of inspiration, as well as of 
the uniform sentiment and practice of the friends of the theory in 
all like cases out of the word of God. 

Dr. Conant stands almost, if not absolutely, alone as exempt 
from this condemnation. He denies (tacitly not expressly) any 
living relation between fanrfovtes and els to évopa, and thus, is at 
liberty to translate the preposition uncontrolled by the otherwise 
determining power of the verb, as also, to establish another and 
essentially diverse relation between the verb and water, ellipti- 
cally introduced for the purpose. By this means Dr. Conant ex- 
tricates himself from that absurd entanglement in which his friends 
involve themselves, by the admission of an organic relation in the 
phrase faxtifovtes els td dvova on which they base their translation, 
and then, establishing another relation with water out of which 
they deduce their interpretation. But no attempt to dissolve the 
unity between this verb and its preposition can ever succeed. 
It is ingrained in the usage of Heathen, Jewish, and inspired 
Writers. We may therefore hope that it (together with its neces- 
sary translation) will he accepted by Dr. Conant, and that his em- 
inent scholarship will, as a necessary consequence, reject the 
double and impossible relation of fazt‘fw with water. ‘‘ Ulfilas,”’ 
in the National Baptist, justly troubled by those portentous words 
—baptizing INTO THE NAME of the Triune God, pleads for a bap- 
tizing INTO water, in the name of the Trinity, to escape, what the 
words of inspiration ‘‘seem to indicate”—the ideal baptism of 
Christ’s redeemed ones znto the fully revealed Durry. But it costs 
too much to maintain a theory at the expense of discarding the 
word of God. And when the unhappy theory of a dipping into 
water, as God’s baptism, shall have been corrected and forgotten 
in the lapse of untold ages, then, will ‘‘ the discipled of all nations” 
be found “ baptized into THE NAME Of the FaTusEr, and of the Son, 
and ofethe Hoty Guost” therein to abide forever, even forever 
and ever. <A correspondent (“J. W. James’) of the Christian 
Standard (Disciple Baptist), is in trouble, as well as ‘ Ulfilas,” 
about this formula. He asks: ‘By what authority do we use 
these words, ‘into the name of the Father,’ .... when they 
nowhere appear in the baptisms by the Apostles in the Acts?” 
The Editor replies: “* We have no right, from the mere silence of 
the historian in Acts, to suppose that the Apostles disregarded 
their instructions, but rather that the fact of baptism necessarily 
involved the use of the commanded formula. The fact generally 
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stated in the Acts is—not that they were not baptized into the 
name of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, but—that they were 
baptized in or upon the name of Jesus Christ; the authority and 
saving power of Christ being the leading object in the mind of 
the narrator.” 4 

This answer is unsatisfactory: 1. Because it assumes that the 
Apostles were commanded to baptize (ritually) “into the name 
of the Father,... .” which is the point at issue; 2. Because it 
misinterprets Acts 2:38, ‘* Repent and be baptized (upon (ézt) the 
name of Jesus Christ) ¢nto THE REMISSION OF SINS,” and Acts 10: 
48, “* He commanded them (in (év) the name of Jesus Christ), to 
be baptized,” as parallel and equivalent to baptism ‘into (ets) the 
name of the ‘ Father,’” . . . and, 3. Because he omits to state, that 
“the narrator” does expressly and explicitly declare, that bap- 

tism was administered (Acts 8:16; 19:5) ‘‘into (es) THE NAME 
or THE Lorp Jusus.” Now, unless “the name Jusus Curisr” 
(a name obtained only by the incarnation of “the Son” and ex- 
pressive of that incarnation and of the redemption to be secured 
through that incarnation) be the same as the Name of THE 
Fatuer (God unincarnate), and of THE Son (God essentially, as 
distinguished from the God-Man, = the Lord Jesus), and of the 
Hoty Guost (God unincarnate), then, baptism ‘into the Name 
of tHe Lory Jesus,” is not the same as baptism ‘into the Name of 
THE Farner, and of THE Son, and of tur Houy Guost,” and the 
Apostles were, either, not commanded to baptize (ritually) into 
the Name of the Father,. ... or they did not conform to such 
command in baptizing (ritually) into the Name of the Lord Jesus. 


Other Views. 


Pusry, Holy Baptism, 62: ‘St. Cyprian felt the ‘ Name of God’ 
to be God himself, and connected the indwelling of God with our 
baptism into his Name. The extreme reverence of the Jews, 
whereby they shrunk from uttering the incommunicable Name is 
far nearer the right feeling, than the careless way in which modern 
criticism treats the indications of a mystery lying concealed under 
that Name. When the Lord directs to ‘ baptize all nations into 
THE Name of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost,’ a very 
little thoughtfulness would connect it with that Name, ‘ where- 
with the Father keeps those whom He hath given to the Son, that 
they may be one as the Father and the Son are one.’ The being 
‘baptized into the Name’ of the Three Persons of the undivided 
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Trinity, is no mere profession of obedience, sovereignty, belief, 
but (if one may so speak) a real appropriation of the person bap- 
tized to the Holy Trinity, a transfer of him from the dominion of 
Satan to Them, an insertion of him within Their blessed Name, 
and a casting the shield (to speak humanly) of that Almzghty 
Name, over him; that Name, at which devils tremble and are 
cast out thereby, ‘into which a man runneth and is safe.’ .... 
It was not then mere glowing language, when the fathers spoke 
of the baptized being ‘fenced round by the Trinity,’ or the like ; 
and in that they press the force of ‘ being baptized into the Name 
of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost,’ as something real, some- 
thing efficient, an actual communion with the Blessed Trinity, 
they adhere more to the analogy of faith, and the usage of other 
Scripture, and the literal meaning of the text, than they who 
would interpret it of the mere commission given to the minister 
of baptism, and are withal at a loss to say what, ‘to baptize into 
the Name of?’ can literally mean, or how they obtain the sense, 
which they vaguely attach to it.” 

Barciay, Apology, 402: **The Greek is ef¢ 7d évopna, that is, 
into the name; now the name of the Lord is often taken in Scrip- 
ture for his virtue and power. Now that the apostles were to bap- 
tize the nations into this name, virtue, and power, and that they 
did so, is evident by these testimonies, ‘That as many as were 
baptized into Christ, have put on Christ ;’ this must have been a 
baptizing into the name, 7. e., power and virtue, and not a mere 
formal expression of words adjoined with baptism. ... Perhaps 
it may stumble the unwary and inconsiderate, as if the very char- 
acter of Christianity were abolished, to tell them plainly that this 
Scripture is not to be understood of baptizing with water, and 
that this form of ‘ baptizing in the name of the Father, Son, and 
Spirit,’ hath no warrant from Matt. 28, etc. If it had been a form 
prescribed by Christ to his apostles, then surely they would have 
made use of that form in the administering of water baptism to 
such as they baptized with water; yet there is not a word of this 
form in any such case of baptism. But it is said of some, Acts 
8:16, 19:5, ‘they were baptized in (into) the name of the Lord 
Jesus ;’ by which it yet more appears, that either the author of 
this history hath been very defective, who having so often occa- 
sion to mention this, yet omitted so substantial a part of baptism 
(which were to accuse the Holy Ghost, by whose guidance Luke 
wrote it), or else that the apostles did in no ways understand that 
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Christ by his commission did enjoin them to such a form of water 
baptism, seeing they do not use it.” 

Farrparrn, Herm. Man., 314: ‘*To be baptized into a person, 
into Christ, for example, or into his body, means, to be through 
baptism formally admitted into personal fellowship with Him, and 
participation in the cause or work associated with his name; that 
they were baptized into the faith of His person and salvation, or 
into the profession and hope of all that His name indicates for 
those who own His authority, and trust in His merits.” 

J. A. ALEXANDER, Comm. Acts 8:12, 16: ‘The other subject 
of his preaching was the name of Jesus Christ, 7. e., all denoted 
by these names, one of which means the Saviour of his people, 
and the other their Messiah, or Anointed Prophet, Priest, and 
King. Into this name, 7. e., into union with Christ, and subjec- 
tion to him, in all these characters, the Samaritan believers were 
introduced by the initiatory rite of baptism, v. 16, Into the name, 
2. €., into union with him, and subjection to him, as their Sovereign 
and their Saviour.” 

BEECHER, Baptism, 206: ‘‘ Why is there a commission-given to 
baptize in Matthew and Mark, and none in Luke and John? The 
reply is, that a commission to baptize is in fact a commission to 
purify, that is, a commission to remit sins, and in Luke and John, 
the disciples do receive a commission to remit sins.... In short, 
Christ died as the Lamb of God to take away the sins of the 
world, and the great business of the apostles was to publish to 
the world the great doctrine of the remission of sins, through his 
death, and the terms on which it could be obtained, and to estab- 
lish the rite by which this purgation from sin should be shadowed 
forth and commemorated in honor of the Trinity, and especially 
of that Spirit by whom this atonement was made effectual to purge 
the conscience from dead works to serve the living God. ‘Go ye, 
therefore, teach all nations, purifying them (that is remitting to 
them that repent and believe, their sins) into the name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.’” 

Pror. Gopwin, Christian Baptism, 151, London: * It has been 
supposed that in Matt. 28:19 we have the institution of the ordi- 
nance of Christian baptism, and also the form of words to be 
used in the administration of the rite. John 3:22, 4:1, clearly 
show that the rite of Christian baptism existed long before. There 
is nothing in this commission to make it more probable that they 
had not before baptized Jews, than that they had not before 
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taught Jews. Had this been a form of words for the administra- 
tion of baptism, the expression would rather have been—Baptiz- 
ing them, saying, I baptize thee, etc. There is no indication of 
‘the use of this form in the Acts of the Apostles. The great object 
of baptism is denoted by the terms, ‘ For the Father, and the Son, 
and the Holy Ghost.’ The name of a person, by a Hebrew idiom, 
indicates the person himself.” 

Catvin, Instit. IIT, 376: “ They err in this, that they derive 
the first institution of baptism from Matt. 28:19, whereas Christ 
had, from the commencement of his ministry, ordered it to Be ad- 
ministered by his apostles. ... The command here given by 
Christ relates principally to the preaching of the gospel: to it 
baptism is added as a kind of appendage. He speaks of baptism 
in so far as the dispensation of it is subordinate to the function 
of teaching. Teach all nations (Comm.). Here Christ makes the 
Gentiles equal to the Jews. Baptizing them. Partly that their 
baptism may be a pledge of eternal life before God, and partly 
that it may be an outward sign of faith before men. For we are 
all baptized by one Spirit (Comm. 1 Cor. 12:13). We are in- 
grafted by baptism into Christ’s body. ... Lest any one, how- 
ever, should imagine that this is effected by the outward symbol, 
he adds that it is the work of the Holy Spirit.” 

BENGEL, Comm. Matt. 28:19: “The verb paéytedev, signifies 
to make disciples ; it includes baptism and teaching ; ef. John 4: 
1, with the present passage, ei¢ td dvoya, into the name. This 
formula of baptism is most solemn and important; in fact it em- 
braces the sum of all piety. ... The Jews as being already in 
covenant with God (the Father) by circumcision were to be bap- 
tized in the name (ém t@ dvdpate) of Christ, and to receive the 
gift of the Holy Spirit: the Gentiles, as being wholly aliens from 
God, were to be baptized ‘into the name («/s tw dvoya) of the 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost’ (Acts 2: 38).” 

OLSHAUSEN, Comm. Matt. 28:19: ‘* Baptism was not now in- 
stituted for the first time, but was appointed by Christ for every 
one who should afterwards enter the church, and at the same 
time filled with power from on high. Some have misunderstood 
this passage, as if the meaning of the words had been first in- 
struct, and then baptize. But the two participles Barrifovtes and 
Owddoxovtes are precisely what constitute the pabyredew. In the 
apostolic practice instruction never preceded baptism. Baptism 
followed upon the mere confession that Jesus was the Christ. 
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Afterward he participated in the progressive courses of instruc- 
tion which prevailed in the church. All the nations. The whole 
human race is the object of Christ’s reconciling agency.... The 
meaning of the words fazrilew els td dvopa. to baptize into the name, 
is best learned from baptism into the name of Paul, into Moses. 
Baptizing into any one, signifies baptism as involving a binding 
obligation ; a rite whereby one is pledged ; and the sublime object 
to which baptism binds, consists of Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. 
‘ Name’ signifies the very essence of God himself. The Divine 
power is wedded to the human soul, which thus becomes itself 
the parent of a higher heavenly consciousness. . . . The question, 
‘ Whether the Lord intended to establish a fixed formula of bap- 
tism ?’ would not have arisen, had the other portions of the New 
Testament shown that the disciples, in administering baptism, 
employed these words. But, instead of this, we find that, as often 
as baptism is mentioned, it is performed only evs or éx) 70 dvopya, 
éy t@ 6vdpate ’Ino0d, or Xptotod.” 

Stier, VIII, Matt. 28: 18-20, ** A sound exegesis demands that 
we rightly translate waéytedoare, and establish its true connection 
with faxrifovtec. That exegesis is alone right which makes the 
two following participles subordinate to the one Imperative. It 
is more than, and different from, the baptism of John. ‘ Name,’ 
évopa, is never in the New Testament construed with a Genitive 
rei, non persone. The unity of the three ‘persons’ of the one 
Divine nature is held fast and witnessed by the td dvopa. *We 
regard it as saying—Into the name of the Three, who are One, 
into the Three-One God’ (Meyer). What means INTO or IN THE 
NAME? Etc td dvoya cannot be simply equivalent to & t@ dvépart, 
which only occurs in Acts 10:48, where év is for efc, or teaches 
that those Gentiles were baptized in the full and plenary authority 
and will of Christ. In the same depth of meaning as we so often 
find cic Oedv, ef¢ Xptordv, ¢v OeG, we are to be baptized into the 
Three-One. In connection with the dipping into water, there is 
the wonderful—Baptize ye (say—I baptize thee) into the name of 
God, the triune God! There is a translation into communion of 
life with the Father, Son, and Spirit, in this dipping into their 
name; the baptized become translated into the power and nature 
of God... . Did Christ intend by «ic 70 dvoza to give a form of 
words, which must necessarily be used, as a formula, in the ad- 
ministration of baptism? Bengel thinks that the Jews were to 
be baptized into the name of Jesus alone. Another writer attempts 
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to prove that the Apostles baptized the Gentiles into the Father, 
the Jews into the Son, and John’s disciples into the Holy Ghost! 
But how can this be a formula necessary to be used when we find 
from Acts 2:28 onwards only a baptizing in or into the name of 
Jesus Christ or the Lord Jesus, the perfect Trinitarian formula 
never being once mentioned? Zinzendorf’s marvellous device to 
reconcile the command of Christ and the practice of the Apostles 
is to make ee 70 dvopya identical with & t@ évépnate, meaning to bap- 
tize in the authority of the Triune God. He supposes that they 
baptized merely in the name of Jesus, and into Jesus; and the 
revelation of the Trinity, and the mystery of the Holy Spirit, be- 
longed to the disciplina arcani among the Gentiles, and therefore 
the Apostles never uttered the three names at once in baptizing. 
Lange says, the expression in the Acts is not the description of 
the apostolical act in baptism, but only a definition of Christian 
baptism, in contradistinction to the Jewish baptizing. Thiersch, 
‘That the sacred administration might be more dogmatically or 
more liturgically referred to in the several cases, with reference 
rather to its influence, or rather to its rile.’ MNeander says, ‘It 
cannot, at least, be proved from these passages that the perfect 
formula was not in use, for there is no literal baptismal formula 
described, prominence being given only to the characteristic aim 
of baptism.’ Olshausen adopts the same view and says, ‘ Acts 
19:2,5; Tit.3:4, So mention the Son and the Holy Ghost in 
connection with baptism, that a reference to the FORMULA is highly 
probable.’ Storr says, ‘The expression in the Acts may be an 
abbreviation. For this the first word of the formula would not be 
so appropriate as the second, as not sufficiently distinguishing 
Christian baptism from that of the Jews.’ In the four historical 
passages there is a close connection with the Holy Spirit; while 
in the description of the baptism He is not directly named. In 
Acts 2:38, the entire formula on Peter’s lips at this time would 
have been inappropriate and stiff, putting the letter harshly first. 
In Acts 10:48, the & tw dvdyare tod Kupiov admits of another mean- 
ing, denoting the obligation and commission of the Apostle = He 
commanded them to be baptized precisely as the Lord commanded. 
But in Acts 19:5, the connection demands the most exact speci- 
fication of the true baptism—of that baptism in which the Holy 
Spirit was named and offered as present and immediately oper- 
ating; it is strange that this should be wanting 7f the full formula 
was always and essentially introduced. In Acts 8:16, it is not 
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appropriate to interpret this as meaning that they were expressly 
baptized into the name of the Holy Ghost, whom, nevertheless, 
they had not received. The pdvov BsBartespdvor appears to define 
the formula which was used, as not mentioning the Holy Ghost. 

‘* Voss seeks to demonstrate by many of the fathers, and most 
of the schoolmen, that Christ did not bind the power and validity 
of baptism to the express utterance of these three names. He 
seems to be in a great measure right. But there is assuredly— 
and this remains absolutely fixed—no other real and essential 
baptism of Christ than that which is, according to its meaning, 
design, and power, into the name of the Three-One. This is the’ 
sure meaning of the'word of institution, and must be maintained 
when heretics would change it, or when the full meaning of the 
faith is not understood. Otherwise, here as everywhere, the 
essential point is not the letter but the spirit. Hence we prefer 
to say with Calvin: ‘We see that the complement of baptism is 
in Christ, whom therefore we may rightly call the proper object 
of baptism. Whatever benefits and gifts may be the result of 
baptism are all found in the name of Christ alone.’ We agree, 
also, with the still plainer declaration of Neander: ‘It is never- 
theless probable that in the original apostolical formula only this 
one reference (to the name of *Christ) was made prominent.’ 
Luther rebukes those ‘who with furious zeal pour out their con- 
demnation upon those who should say—ZI baptize thee in the name 
of Jesus Christ (the form of the Apostles as we read in Acts), and 
would allow no validity in any other form than this—I baptize 
thee in the name of the Father,’ etc. We would let the Greeks 
say as they do—‘ Let this servant of Christ be baptized ;’ we 
would not dishonor the sacrament by a superstitious adherence 
to names and words. 

‘6 Baptizing is followed by teaching, which is parallel with it. 
Both are included in the discipling. The first ‘them’ in our 
text singled out the individuals of ‘the nations,’ whether adults 
or children, for baptizing; the second ‘them,’ therefore repeated, 
means plainly the padyrevdévras, those who had become disciples 
and were baptized.” 

Hairy, Sacraments, 290, London: “ Are we bound by the 
terms of the Commission to administer baptism according to the 
form of words there prescribed? The command of our Lord 
seems to be so clear and absolute, as to admit of no exception. 
I do not see how any person can ‘baptize into the name of the 
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Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost,’ without men- 
tioning the names of these Divine persons. I dare not assert 
that baptism, in the name of Christ only, would require to be re- 
peated in the full and complete formula. It is true that in the 
Acts persons are said to have been ‘baptized into the name of 
Jesus,’ but the expression may denote that they received Chris- 
tian baptism. I do not assert that the precise words are essen- 
tial, for if they were we must use a Greek formulary; but the 
distinct recognition of the Persons is not external form, hut the 
great truth of the service. Athanasius and others declare such 
baptism to be void as was performed without the mention of the 
Trinity. This was not the general opinion, as in many instances, 
heretics who had only been baptized in the name of Christ, were 
admitted into the church without re-baptism. Trine immersion 
became catholic, as an immersion before the name of each 
Person.’... Our conclusion is, that the commission ought to 
be expounded in its literal and unrestricted sense—disciple as 
many as we can by baptizing and teaching them, admitting no 
exceptions. ‘The extent of our ability is the only limit of our 
obedience.’ ” 

BLOOMFIELD, Comm. Mati. 28:19: “ Maéytebcate, here, signifies 
to make a disciple of. The sense is, make disciples of persons — 
of all nations. It is admitted by all (except Socinians and 
Quakers) that baptism, as a token of making any one a disciple, 
ought to be administered to all introduced into the number of 
Christ’s disciples. To be baptized in the name of any one, is, by 
baptism, to be bound to observe the religious observances insti- 
tuted by him. It has been debated whether the words of the 
commission contain a formula of baptism prescribed by Christ, 
or whether they indicate the purpose and end of baptism. Kui- 
noel states the arguments for the former view, thus: 1. In Acts 
19:5, compared with v. 2, and Tit. 3:4, the subject is baptism, 
and the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, are mentioned; 2. Justin 
Martyr speaks of baptism ‘upon (zx) the name of the Father of 
all, and Lord God, and of our Saviour Jesus Christ, and of the 
Holy Spirit,’ 3. Baptism ‘into the name of the Lord Jesus,’ or 
‘in, upon the name of Jesus Christ,’ 7. ¢., ‘into Jesus Christ,’ is 
a shorter formula, with the same sense as that in Matt. 28:19. 
The arguments for the latter view (which he adopts) are these: 
‘1. Christ did not command them to go and teach all nations, 
saying, I baptize thee, etc., but only baptizing them, etc.; 2. No 
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passage is found in the Acts, or in the Hpistles exhibiting a 
formula prescribed by Christ; 3. If Christ had prescribed a 
formula of baptism the Apostles would not have receded from it 
and used a shorter one.’ 

“To wHat formula the Apostles joined baptism may not clearly 
appear ; but that at a very early period the present was introduced 
is certain, from the passage cited from Justin.” 

Lanen, Comm. Matt. 28:19: ‘* Madyteboate make disciples of. 
The translation, teach, is incorrect. So, also, is the Baptist exe- 
gesis: In every case, first complete instruction, then baptism. 
To make disciples of, involves, in general, the preaching of the 
gospel, but pre-eminently the moment when the non-Christian has 
become through repentance and faith, acatechumen. This willing- 
ness in the case of children of Christian parents is presupposed 
and implied in the willingness of the parents. The Holy Scrip- 
ture everywhere place the spiritual unity of the household in the 
believing father, or believing mother, representing this as the 
normal relation. 

“All nations. Acts 10: is the Spirit’s exegesis of the already 
perfect commission. Baptizing them. But padyredew is not com- 
pleted in baptism. There are two acts, the antecedent baptism, 
the subsequent instruction. Jn (or rather with reference to, or 
into) the name of. That is in the might of, and for, the name, as 
the badge and the symbol of the new church. £ic¢ té. ‘ Note,’ 
says Meyer, ‘that the liturgical formula, In nomine, In the name, 
rests entirely upon the incorrect translation of the Vulgate.’ Yet 
not so entirely, because the expression é& tw ¢évéyate, is found in 
Acts 10:48. De Wette and Meyer explain ef¢ 76, with reference 
to the name. But «fc té in other passages means either the ele- 
ment into which one is baptized (Mark 1: 9, et¢ tov "lopdaqv; Rom. 
6:3, el¢ tov Odvatov) ; or the object, ets werdvorav, Matt. 8:11; Acts 
2:38, els dgeow; or the authority of the community, under which 
and for which one is baptized (els rév Movojy, 1 Cor. 10:2). The 
last meaning is probably the prominent one in this passage; a 
baptism under the authority of, and unto the authority of the 
triune God, as opposed to the baptism in and for the authority of 
Moses. But, as the context shows, we have expressed likewise 
the idea of being plunged into the name of the Three-One God, 
as the element, and the dedication of the baptized unto this 
name. The expression éxt t@ ovdpuatt, Acts 2:38, brings out most 
fully the idea of authority, in virtue of which, or the foundation 
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upon which, baptism is administered. ‘ The name’ refers to each 
of the Persons of the Godhead, and brings out in the one name 
the equality as well as the personality, of the three Divine Names 
in one name. 

‘We must dissent from Meyer when he says that the passage is 
‘improperly termed the baptismal formula. No trace being found 
of the employment of these words by the Apostolic church. It 
was only at a later period that the baptismal formula was drawn 
‘up according to these words.’ But it is this development which 
conducts us back to the germ, which we find here deposited in 
the New Testament.” 

Pror. Wiuson, Baptism, 307, London: *“ Baptism into Moses 
clearly implied the acknowledgment of his claims as a leader 
and lawgiver, and of the economy called by his name; baptism 
into Christ implies the acknowledgment of our Lord in his per- 
sonal and mediatorial character, and of the faith which he 
founded; and the baptism of the Commission implies the ac- 
knowledgment of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghost.... The meaning of this baptism demands still closer 
inquiry. This formula means more than the most ingenious in- 
terpreter of symbols can discover in the outward rite. Baptism 
into Christ’s death, according to Dr. Carson, comprehends bap- 
tism into the faith of his death; and we may safely maintain that 
the Commission enjoins baptism into the faith of Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghost. In these connections our Baptist friends do 
not obtrude their dip or immerse. Dipping into Moses, dipping 
into the Father, dipping into Jesus Christ, are phrases which 
they eschew. This substitution of baptism for dipping is a turn- 
ing away from the boasted fruits of their philology. 

‘“‘* Baptism into the name of the Father,’ etc., viewed in its 
isolated statement seems to be of a purely spiritual character. 
Water is not mentioned; it is implied. Had it been mentioned, 
so long as Christian ministers are required to ‘baptize into the 
name of the Father,’ we should contend that the ordinance pos- 
sesses an essential character to which the use of water is merely 
subservient. The latest leader of the Immersionists (Mr. Stovel 
of London) assures us, that ‘ BaxciZew eg means to initiate,’ and 
consequently neither dipping, nor affusion, nor sprinkling. When 
Paul asked certain disciples, ‘Into what were ye baptized ?? they 
said not, into Jordan, nor into the sea of Tiberias, but ‘into 
John’s baptism.’ Had these disciples understood Paul to inquire, 
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Into what were you plunged or dipped? and their views had been 
those of the modern Immersionists, the Apostle would have re- 
ceived a very different answer. 

‘“‘ Baptist writers labor to dispose of the structure of the Com- 
mission as a common and natural eltipsis. But this does not meet 
the difficulty. We read in Acts 16:15, ‘Lydia was baptized,’ 
and as no regimen is expressed after the verb, all parties supply 
in water or with water. The structure of the Commission is dif- 
ferent; the participle baptizing is followed by efs with its appro- 
priate case, thus presenting a form of expression complete both 
in sentiment and syntax. True, the preposition and its case do 
not refer to water; but this forms the very peculiarity of which 
the common ellipsis cannot give a satisfactory account. The 
Commission enjoins baptism not into water, but into the name of 
the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. How shall we deal with this 
construction? The ordinary ellipsis is uncalled for, or inadmis- 
sible. If we inserted e/¢ 5dwp after the participle we should have, 
‘Baptizing them znio water, into the name,’ etc., a collocation 
of words, we venture to say, without parallel either in sacred or 
profane literature... . If the verb denotes ‘dip, and nothing 
but dip,’ the Commission requires us to dip a disciple ‘into the ° 
name of the Father,’ etc. The force of the verb is expended on 
a spiritual act, and the construction does not touch the use of 
water in baptism. The Baptist may, on his own principles, dip 
‘into the name of the Father,’ but he cannot dip into water, 
without inserting a clause to that effect in defiance of all prece- 
dent. Baptism into the name of the Father, and of the Son, and 
of the Holy Ghost, forms the substance of the ordinance. 

** May it not be objected that our interpretation would pave the 
way for setting aside the use of water altogether, in baptism? 
We answer, no: for while the spiritual initiation constitutes, in 
our view, the essence of the ordinance, the examples of baptism 
in Scripture exhibit the use of water as a sanctioned and veritable 
fact. 

“The real ellipsis of the Commission shown by 1 Cor. 10: 2, 
corroborates our view. The fathers of the Jewish church ‘ were all 
baptized (es) into Mosss (év) in the cloud and in the sea.’ The 
Israelites were not dipped into the cLOUD, and into the sra. If in 
administering baptism into Mosgs, sea and cloud could be used 
without immersion, may not water be used without immersion in 
administering baptism into Curist ?” 
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Brief Examination of these Views. 


Carson: ** Scholars of Christ who have believed in him.” All 
“scholars believing in Christ,” must (normally) be ritually bap- 
tized into Christ, as they have really been so baptized by “ be- 
lieving in him.” ‘When they heard that Jesus made and bap- 
tized more disciples than John” (John 4:1). “It is into the 
faith and subjection they are baptized.” 

This is not interpretation, but naked substitution. ~ 

Gale: “eis tO évoya — instructed in and brought over to the 
faith of Christ.” Where is the proof that instruction and belief 
in Christ is baptism into the name of the Father ?.. 

Morell: ‘ Baptizing is not the means of discipling.” Very 
true; but Alexander Campbell says it is, as much as repentance 
and faith. 

Ingham: *“ Banri~w does not mean dip, but immerse, covering 
in any way. This act is performed on the believer ¢nto the name 
of the Father.” Ingham as a Baptist, is good authority against 
Carson the Baptist, the one affirming, baptize does not mean dip; 
the other affirming, “‘ It means nothing but dip.” Ingham is bad 
authority against the ¢ruth, when he omits unlimited continuance, 
as an essential element in immerse, which is thus disqualified 
from officiating in the momentary immersion of a dipping. Who 
can convert into English such language as, ‘‘ this act is performed 
on the believer, into the name of the Father?” ... 

Jewett: ‘Into subjection and obedience.” This is blotting 
out “the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghost,” and substituting for it ‘ subjection and obedience.” ‘ The 
immersion of the subject in water is essential to the ordinance.” 
Prof. Milo P. Jewett speaks very positively on this point. It is 
not in the Commission. Did the Lord Jesus Christ forget to state 
this “essential” truth? Did Matthew forget to record it? 

Wayland: ‘‘Immerse the body in water, baptizing the can- 
didate ‘into the name of the Father.’” . . . “Immerse the body 
in water” is Dr. Wayland’s commission, not the Commission of 
the Lord Jesus Christ. 

Booth: ‘*The form of expression is baptizing in or into some- 
thing, as ‘in Jordan,’ ‘in Anon,’ ‘in the Holy Spirit;’ ‘into 
Jordan,’ ‘into Paul,’ ‘into my own name,’ ‘into what,’ ‘into 
John’s baptism,’ ‘into Moses,’ ‘into Christ,’ ‘into his death,’ 
‘into the name of the Father.’... The phrases fazrifw & and Par- 
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ztfw els, are never used, in the New Testament or out of the New 
Testament, as equivalent expressions. The former phrase is 
never used, by inspired or uninspired writers, to express the pas- 
sage of an object from without an element to a position within an 
element. Thus, Saxtifwy & tH epypw (Mark 1:4), & Bydafape (John 
1:28), &’Awey (John 3:23), & lopddvy (Matt. 3:6), the preposi- 
tion ¢& has nothing whatever to do with the meaning of BartiZav; 
if this word meant whittling sticks, it would be all the same to the 
preposition, which simply points ont the Wilderness, Bethabara, 
Anon, Jordan, as the places where the baptizing took place. In 
the phrases, ‘* He shall baptize you, ¢ ebpmate ‘Ayiw” (Matt.3:11); 
“IT baptize you, & Sdatc” (Matt. 3:11); ‘* He commanded them 
to be baptized, é& 7@ cvépate tod Kupiov” (Acts 10: 48); the prepo- 
sition indicates the condition of the baptizer, and of the speaker, 
as invested (in the first case) with the divine power of the Holy 
Ghost, and therefore capable of baptizing — thoroughly changing 
the spiritual condition of the soul; in the second case, invested 
with the symbol power of water, and therefore capable of baptiz- 
ing symbolly only showing this spiritually purified condition 
of the soul by the application of water to the body; in the last 
case, invested with that divine authority which belongs to ‘the 
.name of the Lord,” and therefore empowered to give authoritative 
command for the ritual baptism of the Gentiles. Again, the 
preposition has nothing whatever to do with the meaning of 
paxtitw. 

The phrase, ‘‘Jesus came from Nazareth of Galilee and was 
baptized by John” (having come) “ets /opddvyy,” is a case in which 
els is as wholly disconnected from the meaning of fazrify, as is év 
in the previous phrases, and indicates the place to which Jesus 
came after departing from Nazareth. The proof of this is clear: 
‘‘He came down to meet me ele tov *Jopddvyv” (3 Kings 2:8); 
‘‘The Lord hath sent me e7¢ tov "lopddvyv” (2 Kings 2:6); ‘And 
they came e/s ’/opdany;” in none of these cases does the preposi- 
tion express the passing ¢nto the Jordan, but merely declares the 
place toward which the movement tended and aé which it termin- 
ated. It is a mistake to suppose that this preposition takes its 
form from and is expository of faxrifw; it originates in and is 
expository of the movement which starts from Nazareth and ter- 
minates at the Jordan. This interpretation receives additional 
confirmation by the use of another preposition by Matthew in 
relating the same fact, which preposition can have no possible 
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relation to the meaning of farzZw. ‘Then cometh Jesus from 
Galilee (xt rd "/opddvyy) upon the Jordan, to be baptized by John.” 
There is no other statement in the New Testament of any move- 
ment from one place to another in connection with baptism, and 
there is no other statement in the New Testament where «fs stands 
in connection with faxrifw in regimen with what might be supposed 
to represent a physical element. The evidence that it does not 
here depend on fazri{w, and connect it with a physical element, 
but does depend on 7A0ev, and connects it with Jordan as a lgcality 
and the place of arrival, is of the clearest and most conclusive 
character. In all the other cases mentioned by Booth, ‘* into (és) 
what,” ‘into (etc) John’s baptism,” ‘‘zndo (cic) the name of the 
Lord Jesus” (Acts 19:3,5); “tinto (etc) Jesus Christ,” “into (e/c) 
his death” (Rom. 6:3, 4); ‘into (e’¢) Christ” (Gal.3:27); ‘into 
(ets) Moses” (1 Cor. 10:2); ‘‘¢nto (eis) the name of Paul,” *‘anto 
(cfs) my own name” (1 Cor. 1:13, 15); “into («fs) one body” 
(1 Cor. 12:18); ‘into (es) the Name of the Father, and of the 
Son, and of the Holy Ghost” (Matt. 28:19); every phrase pre- 
sents an organic unity, and the verb is organically and indissolu- 
_bly related through the preposition to its regimen, which in every 
case is of an ideal and not of a physical character. There is no 
such thing in the New Testament as a “‘ baptism into” a physical 
element; nor is there any such thing as a ‘ baptism in,” expres- 
sive of an object resting within any physical element. 

Stovel: ‘‘¢Immersed in cloud and sea while entering into 
Moses;’ ‘baptized in water when they entered into Christ,’ 
baptized in water those who enter into the name of the Father, 
or resign themselves to the authority (=into the name).’” Mr. 
Stovel could not fail to see that his interpretation is the merest 
caricature of the language of Scripture, if any one should substi- 
tute for the baptism of Scripture Mr. Stovel’s “‘ baptism in pollu- 
tion and error” and, giving him measure for measure, should in- 
terpret it as ‘an immersion %n water, entering into pollution and 
error.” (1) 

Professor Pepper: “‘ Baptism was not instituted by the Com- 
mission. The time of its institution was John’s ministry.” The 
baptism of all who are made Christ’s disciples into the name of 
the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, was instituted 
by, and will forever be the transcendent glory of, the Commission. 
A ritual baptism by water was not instituted in the Commission, 
nor at any other time by formal and public announcement. There 
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is no such record of John’s authority to baptize. The time, and 
place, and manner of his investiture with such authority is not 
on record. He had such authority, for he says so (John 1:33); 
and his declaration and action under it is sustained by the ques- 
tion of our Lord (Matt. 21:23) “The baptism of John, whence 
was it? from heaven or of men?” But the Commission of John 
to baptize never gave any authority to the Apostles to baptize. 
John’s Commission was exclusively personal and limited (without 
the power of self-perpetuation) to his own ministry. And unless 
a kindred commission had been enacted and committed to other 
hands ritual baptism would, of necessity, have perished with John. 
Such re-enactment and extension was made by the Lord Jesus 
Christ, as is shown by John 3:22; 4:1,2. And this renewal 
and perpetuation of ritual baptism by divine authority was as 
private and informal and without record as to time, place, and 
language, as was the original institution under John. Our knowl- 
edge of such institution is derived solely from the historical ref- 
erence toits administration. That this renewed institution of the 
rite was to extend into and be incorporated with Christianity is 
known only by the facts of a perpetuated administration, and the 
command by Peter, made ‘‘in the name of the Lord Jesus,” that 
ritual baptism should be extended to the Gentiles. Such facts 
bear with condemning severity upon the disposition to magnify 
the form or the efficacy of a rite, the institution of which it has 
pleased God to leave without any formal verbal record. Dr. Pep- 
per is right in saying ritual baptism was not instituted by the 
Commission; but not right in tracing Christian ritual baptism to 
John as its source. 

President Brunner: “Immersion is not merely immersion ; it 
is immersion ‘into the name of the Father.’ . . . Bare immersion 
no more exhausts the idea of immersion ‘into Christ’ than”... 
Any one who can so write, and yet say, Christian baptism is a 
dipping into WATER, must (if not technically, yet pro hac vice) be 
a deranged man. 

Alexander Campbell: ‘Disciple, convert the nations baptizing 
them. The active participle, with the imperative mood, always 
expresses the agency for effecting the command.” Morell (the 
friend of President Campbell, so far as dipping is concerned) 
disproves this position as a universal doctrine. And Acts 22:16, 
‘‘ Baptize thyself, and wash away thy sins (éxtzadeodpevos) calling 
upon the name of the Lord,” is a crushing, ad honunem, argument 
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against the doctrine. ‘Calling on the name of the Lord” is a 
very effective means for ‘‘ washing away sins,” but a very ineffec- 
tive means for dipping a man into water. ‘ Enlist soldiers, mak- 
ing them patriots, training them to observe every commanded 
duty,” is a parallel expression, and disproof of the doctrine. 

Judson: “Immersion ‘into the name of the Father’ .. . is the 
only Christian baptism.” Would that Dr. Judson had made the 
rule of his faith and practice the truth which he so unreservedly 
utters, then would he never have adopted and announced ag truth 
the marvellous contradiction—dipping into water is the only 
Christian baptism. 


Views of others, not Baptists. 


Pusey: This writer must be acknowledged to be fully competent 
to report on the sentiments of the Fathers. He reports them as 
holding the opinion that the baptism of the Commission is a bond 
fide baptism ‘into the Nag,” ‘insertion of the baptized within 
the Name,” that ** Name into which a man runneth and is safe.” 
He also refers to ‘the embarrassment of those who say that bap- 
tism ‘into the name’ is a mere rite, to tell what baptism ‘into the 
name’ literally means, or how they get their meaning out of it.” 
His testimony as to the sentiment of the Fathers is correct, and 
his reference to the embarrassment of those who make the baptism 
of the Commission a ritual service has a sharp point. 

Barclay: “It may stumbie to say, Baptism in water has no 
support in Matt. 28:19; but baptism ‘into the name’ is not bap- 
tism into water, ‘Name’ is virtue, power, and is baptism into 
virtue and power. ‘ Baptizing into the name of the Father’... 
is not a formula for baptism: 1. Because it is not so used by the 
Apostles; 2. Because they use another formula.”” Whatever was 
Barclay’s error as to ritual baptism, his interpretation of this 
particular passage is not without merit. 

Fairbairn: * Baptism into a person, é. g., into Christ, means 
admitted into personal fellowship.” This is a just exposition in 
principle, and in the right direction as to truth. But the farther 
statement: ‘It is baptism into the faith of his promises—into the 
profession and hope of all that his name indicates,” has not equal 
accuracy. It is impossible to substitute ‘into the faith of prom- 
ises,” or “into the profession and hope,” of anything, for a bap- 
tism ‘into Curist.” The sentiment turns wholly and solely on 


VIEWS OF OTHERS, NOT BAPTISTS. 429 


“Christ,” and ‘baptism into” nim, and not into faith, or pro- 
Ffession, or hope. Take away ‘ Christ,” and you take away all. 
J. A. Alexander: “ Baptism ‘into the name of Jesus Christ.’ 
Jesus = Saviour; Christ = Anointed ; = Prophet, Priest, and 
King. Therefore, baptism into the’name of Jesus Christ = bap- 
tism into union and subjection to him in these characters.”’ There 
is a verbal inaccuracy in the repetition of ‘baptism into” (the 
name) which develops ‘union and subjection.” We cannot re- 
peat the “baptism into” which has been once used, by saying 
“baptism into union and subjection.” Baptism into the name of 
Jesus Christ = “ union with and subjection to all that his name 
imports,” is a good interpretation, and the literal truth. 
’ President Beecher: ‘Purifying them into the name of the 
Father,” .... There is a difficulty in the way of translating, 
here, baptizing by ‘ purifying.” The difficulty is not that baptize 
has not the meaning, to purify ; it has, and that abundantly ; but 
the difficulty arises out of the construction. The meaning fo 
purify arises out of a baptism into something which is possessed 
of a purifying quality, e. g., into repentance, into remission of sins, 
into Christ. Any one baptized into repentance, remission, Christ 
(= brought under the full influence of) is necessarily purified ; 
but in reaching this result the form of the phrase is exhausted 
and perishes, leaving purification as its residuum. By frequent 
and long-continued use of the phrase, the full form may be dropped, 
and the single word baptize may be used in proper relations, as 
representative of the full phrase, with the meaning fo purify, 
But this meaning cannot be substituted for “baptize” in the 
original or in any similarly constructed phrase; thus, you cannot 
say, purify into repentance, purify into remission of sins. Saul’s 
armor is not suited to David. The construction which is suited 
to baptize is not suited to “purify.” To dip into purple effects a 
dye, and gives origin to dye as the meaning of “dip into purple ;” 
but you cannot substitute dye for dip in such construction as 
originates the meaning, and say, ‘dye into purple.” The construc- 
tion must be changed to dye with purple, and so we must say, purify 
by repentance, by the remission of sins. We cannot, therefore, 
substitute an acquired meaning in a construction which belongs 
to a primary meaning. The New Testament introduces fartizw 
to us in entirely new relations, but in precisely the same construc- 
tion which the original nature of the word requires, and we must 
deduce the new ideas intended to be conveyed by a strict adher- 
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ence to the construction and to the force of individual terms, and 
in doing this every difficulty will immediately be resolved. It 
must be borne in mind, that it is not the word fanz%w which is 
used in a novel sense in the New Testament; but the novelty is 
in its phraseological combinations. These combinations are 
organic and cannot be resolved into and be interpreted by dis- 
junct words. Their interpretation must be as a whole. The 
combinations are not to be found in Classical use, and the ideas 
embodied in the phrases are limited to revealed truth. There is 
no such phrase in Classic literature as fdxtiopa petavotac; and no 
such conception as that contained in Pdzrispa petavoias eis ageow 
dpaptiwy; consequently no heathen Greek could comprehend the 
conception in these phrases without instruction in the Scripture 
ideas of repentance and remission; but when such knowledge was 
secured there would be no farther difficulty ; because the con- 
struction conforms to the laws of grammar and logic governing 
all such Greek phrases. 

Prof. Godwin, London: “* The words of our Lord mean: Purv- 
fying them for the Father.” ... Professor Godwin sees that 
if ‘‘ purify ” be the meaning of fazxrifw, then there is a necessity 
for conforming e’s to such meaning. ‘‘ Purify for” is a proper 
combination, but not purify znfo; but, for reasons assigned, 
‘‘purify ”’ cannot be substituted in this construction, and the 
change of es from “into” to for, is untenable, in view of the 
meaning of faxriSa, and the construction based on that meaning 
throughout Classic and inspired writings. Prof. Godwin agrees 
with Professor Pepper, of Crozer Baptist Theolog. Sem., in say- 
ing: ‘The Commission does not ¢nséitute ritual baptism.” He 
also says: “It does not announce a formula for ritual baptism.” 

Calvin: ‘* Matt. 28:19 is not the institution of ritual baptism, 
which dates from Christ’s ministry. Baptism is an appendage 
subordinate to the function of teaching. Ritual baptism is a 
shadow of the remission of sins through Christ, which remission 
is not effected by the outward symbol, but by the Holy Spirit.” 
Calvin is right in dating Christian ritual baptism from the min- 
istry and authority of Christ and not from that of John, even if 
they were entirely identical, which they are not. The baptism 
of John is Christian baptism as far as tt goes ; but it is Christian 
baptism undeveloped in the blood-shedding of an atoning Re- 
deemer, in which shedding of blood ‘for the remission of sins,” 
ritual baptism has its exclusive ground. 
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Bengel: ‘* Maéyrever includes baptism and teaching. The 
Gentiles as being wholly aliens from God were to be baptized 
into the name of the Father.” ... Both these sentiments are 
of the first importance in the interpretation of this Commission: 
1. The discipleship of Christ inclédes ritual baptism; 2. Alien- 
ation of Gentile idolaters from the living and true God is to be 
removed by baptism “into the Name of the Father, and of the 
Son, and of the Holy Ghost,” the Triune, and only true God. 
Of course such baptism must be real, not ritual. 

Olshausen: “ Baptism was not now instituted. Baptism into 
the name is to be understood by baptism into Paul, baptism into 
Moses. °Ext 6 dvopa, & tH ovéparte, equivalents of efs to dvoya.” 
Olshausen agrees with Calvin, Godwin, Pepper, and others, that 
the Commission is not the institution of ritual baptism. He 
agrees with Bengel in including baptism and teaching in disciple- 
ship, but seems to base the sentiment on this passage, while Bengel 
grounds it more profoundly in John 4:1. He errs in making ézt 
TO dvopa, évt@ dvopatt, the equivalents or indeed as parallel (so far as 
baptism is concerned) with ef; 10 dvopa. 

Stier: ‘Ev te dvépate and eis td dvoya are not equivalents. Bap- 
tized into the Three-One has the same depth of meaning as ets 
Gedy, cic Xprotéy, &v Oew.” Such views necessitate a real and not a 
ritual baptism “into the Namu.” ... 

Lange: ‘*In the name —in the might and for the name, as 
badge and symbol. Eis 70, not with reference to (De Wette, 
Meyer), because elsewhere it means either the element into which 
one is baptized, as els “lopddvyy, ets Odvatov; or the object, etc petd- 
votay; or the authority under which one is baptized.” In every 
instance in the New Testament where farritw es occurs, and the 
preposition is expository of the verb and points to the comple- 
ment of its idea, there is but one meaning belonging to it. In 
the case cited, ef¢ lopddvyy (Mark 1:9), the preposition is not de- 
pendent on fazrifw, nor is it expository of it. Its dependence is 
on 7A0ev and is expository of the direction and termination of the 
movement. There is no standing-place for an attempt to prove 
that a baptism “into the Jordan” is a dipping — a momentary 
putting into and taking out; and a putting into and remaining 
within without limitation of time, none will claim; and yet this 
element, to wit, no limitation of time, is essential to a baptism, 
and exists in every baptism of the New Testament. 

Wilson: * Baptism ‘into Moses’ — the acknowledgment of his 
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claims as leader and lawgiver. Baptism ‘into Christ’ = the 
acknowledgment of him as Lord in his personal and mediatorial 
character. Baptism ‘into the name of the Father,’ ... .= the 


acknowledgment of ‘the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost.’” This 
exposition is in the direction of the truth, but falls greatly short 
of it; because it is too feeble and inadequate. The after-state- 
ment: “The Commission enjoins baptism into the faith of the 
Father,” ... . is erroneous; because nothing can be a substitute 
for the divinely enjoined baptism into the Nag of the Father. ... 
The additional statement: ‘‘The Commission enjoins baptism not 
into WATER, but ‘into the Name of the Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghost,’” is entirely correct. And if our duty is to interpret that 
Scripture which the Holy Ghost has given to us and not to make 
Scripture to suit our fancy or our ignorance, then, our business 
is to interpret that command which has been given to us and not 
to substitute some other for it 


Interpretation. 


As the translation of this passage is unsettled so also is the 
interpretation. That this may appear I will present some of the 
various interpretations which have been given by those whose 
piety and scholarship give them a right to be heard as to the 
proper interpretation of any passage of Scripture. My object in 
doing this is not to present views which harmonize with my own, 
but that the manifold diversities may produce the profound con- 
viction that the true meaning of the passage is yet an open ques- 
tion, and calls for renewed investigation. 

Carson, 169, 173: “It is well known that padytedew signifies 
to disciple, to make scholars. To disciple all nations, is to bring 
them, by faith, into the school of Christ, in which they are to 
learn his will. The persons whom Matthew calls disciples, Mark 
calls believers. It is into the faith and subjection of the Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghost, that men are to be baptized.” 

Little or no objection can be made to this interpretation on its 
face. It covers (vaguely) the general truth of the passage and 
does not exclude (by any necessity) the new-born babe. 

STOVEL, 527: ‘*The whole meaning is expressed thus: Go, 
make disciples, baptizing in water, those who enter into the name, 
or resign themselves to the authority of the Father, the Son, and 

the Holy Spirit.” 
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Objection: Such interpretation breaks up the divinely estab- 
lished relation of Sazrifv, and substitutes for it a phrase (‘ enter- 
ing into the name of the Father,” etc.) unknown to the Scriptures, 
thereby announcing a condition of, baptism (‘those that enter 
into the name of the Father,” . . . ) both unknown to the Scrip- 
tures and unsuited to the Scripture Rite. 

Ripiey, Christian Baptism, 118: ... ‘The Lord has com- 

manded to baptize; but he has given no command about the 
circumstances of time, and place, etc. . . . The action, whatever 
it be, expressed by the word baptize, is not a circumstance. ... 
There was an external act enjoined. . . . It is on Paul’s teaching, 
that the manner of the baptismal rite is regarded as significant. 
.. . The religious immersion of a believer in the name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost is baptism, whether 
administered in a river, or a lake, or ... The Hebrew word to 
which faxrif@ corresponds, clearly means to dip, to immerse. . 
A particular act has; no particular body of water has been ap- 
pointed, in which that act has been performed. ... Baptists 
believe only the immersion of a professed believer in the name of 
the Father, etc., to be Christian baptism.” 

Objection: The command of the Lord is not a command simply 
‘to baptize ;” but it is a command specifically to baptize “ into 
THE NAME Of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.” 
No external act is enjoined, nor is there any possibility for an ex- 
ternal act dipping, immersing, into THE NAME of the Father, ete. 
Immersion in a RIVER, is no more baptism into THE NAME of the 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, than death is life. The Hebrew 
word 930 does not correspond with fanrifw. The usage of these 
words is irreconcilably diverse. The use of this Greek word by 
the Septuagint in translating 2 Kings 5:14, no more proves cor- 
respondence of meaning, than the word “wash” (used in the 
Syriac translation) proves a correspondence with this Hebrew 
word in the sense fo dip, or than podévw stain (also used by the 
Septuagint (Gen. 37:31) in translating this same Hebrew word) 
means to dip. The whole scope of the usage and the essential 
power of faxtifw shows, that the meaning to dip is out of all 
question. . 

Jupson, Sermon, 5: ** When our Lord commissioned his dis- 
ciples to proselyte all nations, he instituted the sacred rite of 
baptism. The primitive word (fdztw), from which the word de- 
noting baptism is derived, signifies immersion. The word which 

28 


434 CHRISTIC BAPTISM. 


denotes the act of baptizing, according to the usage of Greek 
writers, uniformly signifies or implies immersion. The Septua- 
gint expresses by it the action of Naaman when he dipped him- 
self seven times in Jordan. Josephus uses it to convey the idea 
of immersion, in describing the death of one who was drowned 
in a pool, and in instances too numerous to be detailed. The 
words of the Commission are, ‘ Disciple all nations, baptizing them 
into (cic) the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghost.’ ” x 

Objection: Judson differs from Pepper and Campbell as to the 
institution of baptism. One or the other is in error. Where 
error is obvious on related points there may be error on the main 
point. Bdrrw does not signify ‘ immersion,” except with the pro- 
found and revolutionary qualification momentary (immersion). 
Bantifw does signify mersion, eliminating de finiteness of action and 
momentariness of continuance. It does not express the action of 
Naaman in dipping himself. Its use by Josephus in the case of 
drowning is proof of this. Men are not drowned by a dipping. 
The translation of the Commission by Dr. Judson—* baptizing into 
THE NAME’’—disproves his interpretation. 

Dr. Conant, New Version, notes: ‘This Greek word, paéyted- 
sate is used in the New Testament with the accusative meaning 
to make one a disciple. In the name is the proper English expres- 
sion of e¢ 70 dvoua. The idea of reference to is the ground meaning 
of efs in such cases; and this, with all it includes, is embraced by 
the English form in the name. Into the name is not an English 
phrase, and, though the literal form of the Greek, does not give 
the sense. The practice was adopted at an early period, of 
immersing at the utterance of each name. But this is clearly 
contrary to the terms of the command.” 

Objection: The English form ‘in the name” (= by the author- 
ity of ) has the same meaning as the Greek form & to dvéyart, 
which differs essentially from faztifw ets (cd dvopa); which is the 
form (both in the Classics and in the New Testament) for giv- 
ing the utmost precision to any particular baptism. Beyond the 
precision of statement in fanrtifew cic Odiaccay, cic olvoy, eis 
yadia, eis Bxvov, cig nopvetay, ei¢ petavolayv, cig Ageoty, els 
Muvojy, cig Mabddoy, cig Xpcotoy, ets tO dvopa tod Hatpos, xai tod 
Vi0d, xa tod Mvebpatos “Ayiov, it is impossible for language to go. 
In every case the general force of SazriZew cic is the same, namely, 
placing the object of the verb under the controlling influence of 
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the regimen of the preposition. The dipping of the head (of a 
person standing in the water) into the water, whether once or 
thrice, was not the baptism, but a means in order to the baptism, 
which was “into the Name,” etc.’ This is shown, among other 
reasons, by the Nestorian ritual, which says, ‘and dips (¢abal) 
him in water, and lays his hand upon his head, and says, such a 
one is baptized (‘amad) ‘in the name of the Father, ete.’ Here 
tabal, according to its definite meaning, expresses the act done in 
the dipping into water, while (‘amad) expresses the condition 
effected by the act, namely, “into” (within all the influence 
which belongs to) the name of the Father, Sou, and Holy Ghost. 
_ Baptist Manuva, Bapt. Pub. Soc.: “ We believe that Christian 
baptism is the immersion in water of a believer, into the name 
of the Father, and Son, and Holy Ghost,” Matt. 28:19. 

Objection: A momentary “immersion in water” is a dipping 
for which there is no command in Scripture. An “immersion in 
water,” without limit of time, is a baptism, and as Dr. Judson 
says, drowns men. A mersion into the name of the Father, and 
of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, without limitation of time, is 
a baptism which places the soul under the controlling influence 
of the Triune God, without withdrawal. 

An “immersion in water into the name of the Father,” etc., is 
unintelligible. Are there two immersions, one “tin water,” and 
another ‘“ into the Name,” etc.? If so, which is the baptism? Is 
the “immersion in water’ causative of the ‘immersion into the 
Deity ”? or what is the relation? If this immersion in water has 
relation, as is said, to the Trinity, how has it relation, as this 
‘article of faith” farther says, to ‘Sour faith in the crucified, and 
buried, and risen Saviour?” There is a vast difference between 
an immersion which relates to the Trinrty, and one that relates 
to the crucifixion, and burial, and resurrection of the Lorp JEsus 
Curist. The crucifixion, and burial, and resurrection of the 
Trinity (!) is no doctrine of the Bible. If Christian baptism is 
‘an immersion in water into the Name of the Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghost,” then, Christian baptism cannot be an immersion 
in water bearing upon the cross, the tomb, and the rolling away 
of its stone. The two things are incongruous and impossible. 

ALEXANDER CAMPBELL, Christian Baptist, 630: ‘ Have you 
ever adverted to the import of the participle in the Commission, 
‘Disciple, or convert the nations, immersing them ?’ T need not 
tell yon that this is the exact translation. Let me ask you then, 
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does not the active participle, always, when connected with the 
imperative mood, express the manner in which the thing com- 
manded is to be performed? Cleanse the floor, washing it ; cleanse 
the floor, sweeping it; convert the nations, baptizing them; are 
exactly the same forms of speech. No person, I presume, will 
controvert this. Ifso, then, no man could be called a disciple... 
until he was immersed.’ 

Objection: If it be not murder in the first degree to quote 
‘Convert the nations, immersing them,” as the command and 
means taught by Matt. 28:19, then, there never was murder 
committed in this fallen world. The doctrine of the active par- 
* ticiple “ always” with the imperative mood indicating the means 
for fulfilling the command, has been disproved by the Baptist 
scholar Morell of Scotland, as well as by Prof. Wilson of Ireland. 
Many heresies have been laid at the door of Campbellism, but 
none, perhaps, greater than that which the President of Bethany 
has laid there himself in teaching, that ‘the nations are to be 
converted by immersing them.” The nations, once, were im- 
mersed, but there is no record of their conversion thereby, any 
more than by the preaching of Noah. There is, however, a very 
distinct account of their being drowyed, which confirms the case 
of Dr. Judson’s immersion drowning, as indeed will every case 
of bona fide immersion in water of a human being. 


Interpreters, not Baptist. 


Sruart, 43: “ The noun évoya is, no doubt, expletive. Baptized 
el¢ 70 dvopa natpds, etc., is the same as baptized ets tév zatepa, ete. 
Accordingly we find évoza omitted in Rom. 6: 3, 1 Cor. 10: 2, Gal. 
3:27; it is used in Acts 8:16, 19:5; 1 Cor. 1:13,15. The sense 
of the whole formula is more difficult to be understood. Most 
commentators, after Vitringa (Obs. Sac.; iii, 22), explain ezs as 
meaning into the acknowledgment of ; with an implication of affi- 
ance, subjection, discipleship, etc. But the formula in 1 Cor. 
12:18, seems not to accord with such an explanation. Here eis 
plainly means participation, 7. e., by baptism we come to belong 
to one body. In like manner, we may say, by baptism we come 
to belong (in a special and peculiar sense, no doubt) to Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghost; to Moses, 1 Cor. 10:2; to Paul, 1 Cor. 
1:13. In this way all the passages may be construed alike, and 
the sense in all will be good. The idea is, for substance, that by 


INTERPRETERS, NOT BAPTISTS. 437 


baptism we become consecrated to any person or thing, appro- 
priated (as it were) to any person or thing, so as to belong to 
him or it, in a manner peculiar and involving a special relation 
and consequent special duties and obligations.” 

Remark: This view of a noble man and scholar (at whose feet 
it was my privilege to sit as a pupil) is, I think, substantially 
' true, yet lacking in precision and confidence for two reasons: 1. 
The ground on which (in physical applications) farriSw ets must 
be interpreted was not clearly in view; 2. The idea of a ritual 
baptism entering into the statement confuses and precludes a 
cleanly cut interpretation of the simple and explicit statement 
of the Holy Spirit. 

HaAutey, 414: “ But admitting, as I do, that farriZew construed 
with cis, is, to immerse into, let us apply this remark in expound- 
ing the Commission of our Lord. 

“Tf to baptize is to immerse, in this passage, then, according to 
the usual construction of the words, the name of the Holy Trinity 
is the thing into which the nations are to be immersed. If the 
words be taken literally, here is, certainly, no command to im- 
merse into water. 

“To immerse e/g td dvoya, into the name of the person whose re- 
ligion is professed, is the religious rite of making proselytes, as 
to immerse into the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of 
the Holy Ghost, is the appropriate act of the Apostles and of 
ministers of the Gospel. The construction of the passage brings 
the immersion of the passage, so far as it exists, not into the 
element of baptizing into water, but into the object of baptizing, 
into the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghost. So, Paul inquires of the disciples of Apollos, es té 2Baz- 
ttoOnte; into what were ye baptized? And the answer is not, into 
cold water, but, into John’s baptism. Let it be observed, on the 
other hand, that we have not the phrase, to baptize into water, to 
baptize into the Holy Ghost; but to baptize with water, and to 
baptize with the Holy Ghost; these being construed as the in- 
struments with which the baptism was performed, not the sub- 
stances into which the persons were baptized.” 

Remark: This interpretation is in harmony with the elegant 
and accurate scholarship which is characteristic of President 
Halley. The only disturbing element in it, is the supposed neces- 
sity for including and harmonizing the language with a ritual 
observance, which has no place in the statement. 
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Gopwin, 151-162: “There is nothing in this Commission to 
show that the phrase here used, is a form of words for the ad- 
ministration of baptism. The great object of baptism and not 
the language used at the observance of baptism by water, is de- 
noted by the terms. The one incomprehensible and invisible God, 
who manifests himself in the person of his Son and by the Spirit 
which abides in believers, is the object of this Christian baptism. 
The words of our Lord mean ‘ purifying them for the Father, the 
Son, and the Holy Spirit.’ This passage is not quoted as eyjoin- 
ing the rite of baptism, until the introduction of the doctrine of 
Baptismal regeneration, which led to the supposition that every 
baptism mentioned in Scripture was the one Baptism with water. 

‘‘ The expression to immerse into God is objected to because the 
figure is unnatural and unscriptural. It will hardly be supposed 
that this command included nothing but what the Apostles, them- 
selves, were able to effect. By their own power they could not 
make one true disciple of Christ, any more than they could heal 
the sick, cleanse the lepers, expel demons, and raise the dead. 
The context, the occasion, and parallel passages, prove that the 
purification of all nations for which the Apostles received this 
great Commission, was not a ceremonial purification by water, but 
a moral purification by the Gospel and the Spirit of Christ.” 

Remark: Professor Godwin very justly eliminates, largely if 
not wholly, a ritual baptism from the direct command of this pas- 
sage. Purification is in the baptism ; but rather as a prerequisite. 
for it (obtained through discipleship to Christ) than as a conse- 
quence of * baptism into the name,” etc.; it is not derivable (as 
here used) from the word fazttZw. Baptism into the Deity (re- 
jecting all ritualism from the thought) cannot be ‘* unnatural,” 
seeing that it is so abundantly used, as in the phrases—baptism 
into Moses, baptism into Joshua, baptism into Paul, baptism into 
Christ; nor can it be “‘ unscriptural ” seeing that, 7n Christ, in the 
Spirit, 22 God, are phrases which abound in Scripture, and ex- 
hibit the condition in which the soul abides, having entered into, 
or having been baptized into Christ, into the Spirit, into God. 

BEECHER, 206: “The Fathers regard the commission to remit 
sins in Luke and John, as a commission to baptize, as really as 
that in Matthew and Mark. They regarded it merely as another 
mode of expressing the same idea. In short, Christ died as the 
Lamb of God to take away the sins of the world, and the great 
business of the Apostles was to publish to the world, the great 
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doctrine of the remission of sins through his death, and the 
terms on which it could be obtained, and to establish the rite by 
which this purgation from sin might be shadowed forth and com- 
memorated in honor of the Trinity, and especially of that Spirit 
by whom this atonement was made’ effectual to purge the con- 
science from dead works, to serve the living God.” 

Remark: President Beecher is entirely correct in saying, the 
Fathers used the words baptize and baptism as the equivalents of 
the phrases to remit sins, the remission of sins. This usage was 
derived, by abbreviation, from the Scripture phrases—* baptized 
into CuRIst,” baptism info the REMISSION OF siINs, which phrases 
express a condition of purification, and hence the word ‘‘ baptize,” 
when used as the representative of such phrases, secures to itself. 
the meaning of the entire phrase. But when the entire phrase is 
used the single word *‘ baptize” cannot have such meaning; but 
it must be (distributed through the phrase, and) be received as, 
expressing the resultant change of condition in the object effected 
by the interaction (upon it) of ‘‘ baptize” and ‘ Christ” or ‘the 
remission of sins.” This condition of purification is the result 
of baptism into Curist, the atoning Lamb of God, and not of 
baptism into the Triniry, which is quite another matter. When 
or where, in Scripture, is @ crucified Redeemer and the Trinity 
made equivalents or interchanged ? 

BLooMFIELD, Crit. Comm.: **The Commission embraces three 
particulars—padyrever, Baxtifewv, and dddoxew,—i.e., 1. To disci- 
ple them, or to convert them to the faith; 2. To initiate them into 
the church by baptism; 3. To instruct them, when baptized, in 
the doctrines and duties of a Christian life. We are baptized in 
(or unto) the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost.” 

Olshausen : ** The two participles go to compose the padyrévew.” 

Lightfoot: * Madyrévoate primum per baptismum, et deinde 
Owdoxete avtods.” 

Turretin: ‘It cannot be said that Christ (Matt. 28:19) insti- 
tuted the baptism of doctrine and not of water, because he ex- 
pressly distinguishes doctrine from baptism, saying, Teach and 
Baptize.” 

Remark: The baptism enjoined by Christ is far nobler than 
that of a ‘‘ ritual initiation into the church.” The phraseology of 
the text, and that of Turretin by the introduction of “and” 
(Teach and Baptize), is essentially diverse as to the thought pre- 
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sented ; still more, if he means to represent padytevaare by “ Teach,” 
as appears to be the case. 

Witson, 359-361: ‘The import of the expression fartiZew twa. 
elt twa or eis té, is still agitated among the most accomplished in- 
terpreters of Scripture. A thorough discussion of the entire 
question would be desirable ; but we can merely offer a few hints, 
at present, on the aspect of it with which we are immediately 
concerned. Vitringa in his Observ. Sacra., III, 22, understands 
elc as denoting ‘into the acknowledgment of;’ a sense which is 
obviously too limited to meet all the occurrences, though it con- 
tinues to command pretty general acceptance. Kuinol, on our 
text and on Matt. 3: 11, takes eis to be expressive of the design 
or end in view (finem, consilium): that is, ‘Be baptized that you 
may receive pardon.’ Dr. Halley does not like this exegesis, 
neither do I. It was adopted by Fritsche on Matt.; but in his 
more recent work on Rom. (6:3) he rejects it as not sufficiently 
comprehensive. His new theory assigns to the formula the 
general notion of directing the thoughts of the baptized to some 
person or object,—which he thus applies to our text—‘ I/a lavari, 
ut (futura) peccatorum venta tibi monstretur.’ If an apostle in 
any instance baptized a true believer, it was a baptism ef¢ dgeow 
épaptidy, not as a future blessing, but as one already conferred. 

*« Krehl, on Romans, explains the formula as meaning, ‘ To 
obtain (durch die Taufe) through, or by means of baptism, the 
forgiveness of sins,’ an interpretation for which he deserves the 
best thanks of Dr. Pusey. Among the older critics, Piscator 
understands the words—‘ in testimonium atque confirmationem 
remissionis peccatorum.’ Poole takes the same view, though its 
basis is scarcely broad enough. Stuart thinks that ez¢ with the 
idea of participation will suit all the passages, and afford in all a 
good sense. Olshausen represents remission of sins as the result 
of baptism, though baptism he says, ‘necessarily presupposes 
faith.’ We find no such form as ‘ Be baptized that you may re- 
ceive pardon ;’ and farriZew ei¢ has no such meaning. Whether 
we baptize znto Christ’s death, nto repentance, into the remission 
of sins, etc., we do not create, we only recognize the relation pre- 
sumed to subsist between the parties, and that into which they 
are baptized. Baptism for repentance, for the remission of sins, 
so far as we know, is an unauthorized rendering.” 

Remark: These views of Prof. Wilson give interest to and 
show the necessity for a re-examination of this profoundly in- 
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teresting and deeply important passage. One thing seems to be 
clear,— There ts no fixed principle anywhere revealed in the in- 
terpretation of the phrase fanxtifew etc. Until this is secured all 
interpretations must be fluctuating. When this shall have been 
determined, we will have a fixed element by which to test inter- 
pretations authoritatively, and not before. 

NEANDER, 197: * We certainly cannot prove that, when Christ 
commanded his disciples to baptize in the name of the Father, 
the Son, and the Holy Ghost, He intended to establish a particu- 
lar formula of baptism.... He wished to show the dependence 
of the whole life on the one God, who had revealed himself 
through his Son, as the Father of fallen man, and who imparts 
his Spirit to sanctify man, whom his Son has redeemed; as well 
as to point to the true worship of God, as He had revealed 
himself through his Son, in a heart sanctified by the Divine life, 
which is shed forth from him.” 

Remark: The discrimination suggested by Neander between the 
peculiar work of THE Son tn redemption, and THE TRINITY, as the 
true Gop to whom worsulP 2s due, is of the first importance to the 
right interpretation of this passage. Certainly there is the most 
radical difference in the relations of men to Curist as a Re- 
deemer, and to the TRIuNE Gop as the object of worship. 

Scuaar, History, 566: ‘The full formula of baptism as pre- 
scribed by Christ (Matt. 28:19) is in the name of the Father, the 
Son, and the Holy Ghost; signifying the sinking of the subject 
into the revealed being of the Triune God, a coming into living 
communion with him,so as to be thenceforth consecrated to him, 
to live to him, and serve him, and to experience his blessed re- 
deeming and sanctifying power. In practice, however, we find 
the Apostles always using the abbreviated form, ‘into the name,’ 
or ‘in the name of Jesus Christ,’ or ‘of the Lord Jesus,’ or simply 
‘into Christ.’ Of course this included the other, binding the sub- 
ject to receive the whole doctrine of Christ, and consequently 
what he had taught concerning the Father and the Holy Ghost.” 

Remark: Prof. Schaaf teaches, 1. The Apostles never used as 
a formula in ritual baptism the words of this passage; 2. The 
words fanrifovtes etg TO ovova must be treated as an organic phrase 
presenting 7d svoya as the ideal element into which the subject, — 
under the power of farzritw, “ sinks,” and is thus introduced tnto 
a new condition=of communion, consecration, life, service, re- 
demption, and sanctification, without limitation of time; all of 


‘ 


4492 CHRISTIC BAPTISM. 


which is the right opposite of a dipping (whether into water, or 
into 1d soya), and is that which this baptism, and every other 
baptism of the New Testament, imperatively demands. 

This interpretation may be elucidated, but it can hardly be 
essentially improved. Of course ‘sinks ” is not to be understood 
as the expression of the definite meaning of faxritw. But it does 
(in common with very many other words) express one form of 
action by which the demand of this verb (for inness of condition, 
without limitation of time, and without restriction in the form of 
the act) may be properly met. Dipping is not one of the forms 
of action which may meet the demanded condition of the verb, 
because it is essentially contradictory to one of the vital elements 
in this Greek word, namely, without limitation of time. A dipping 
being sharply limited to momentariness, is necessarily excluded 
from the class of words which like “sink” (not being limited in 
the time of continuance) can effect a baptism. While the soul 
can “sink” into the name of the Deity without withdrawal, and 
so be “baptized” into the Triune God, a living man cannot 
“sink” (without withdrawal) into water, and so be * baptized,” 
without destruction of life; and THEREFORE it is that there is no 
such thing in the New Testament as a baptism in or tnio WATER ; 
but a real baptism by the Holy Ghost ‘into repentance,” ‘into 
the remission of sins,” ‘into Christ,” and a ritual baptism with 
or by water symbolizing the condition of purity induced in the 
soul by such real baptisms. 

If the dipping into water, practiced by the friends of the theory, 
and called baptisms, were regarded as a valueless accident in the 
use of the water (the essential thing being in the quality of the 
element) then, while a very unwise way of using the water, and 
wholly without Scripture authority, it might still be accepted as 
a possible use of the element; but when the act of DIPPING is 
made the baptism, there is the most absolute nullification of the 
command fartifuvtes ets TO dvopa, and such a dipping must, in so 
far forth, be absolutely rejected as not being any baptism at all, 
much less Christian baptism. Alford (John 3:6), like Schaaf, 
uses **sink” as without limitation of time, and thereby securing 
inness of condition resulting in the penetrating, pervading, and 
controlling influence of the encompassing element over the sunk 
object, communicating to it its own quality. ‘ The spirit of man 
is in the natural birth dead, suNK IN trespasses and sins, and in a 
state of wrath.” If dip be substituted for “ sink,” the sentiment 
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is reversed, and the ‘‘state”’ of death and pollution is subverted. 
So, to substitute dip for BAPTIZE in the word of God is an abso- 
lute reversal and subversion of its teachings. 


Proposed Interpretation. 


General Siructure. The ruling element in the passage is the 
command—MWMadytescate: the relation of Bartifovtes ei¢ tO svopa to 
this command is that of an included and dependent result: the 
relation of dcddozoyvtes to the command is that of means, cover- 
ing both the immediate command— disciple to Christ,” and its 
included and dependent result—baptism “into the name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.” 

The relation between ‘ baptizing into the Name of the Father,”’ 
and “ discipling to Christ,” as proposed by Alexander Campbell, 
namely, that of cause to effect (as in ‘‘ cleanse the room, sweeping 
it,”’ sweeping being the cause of the cleansing), is a reversal of 
the truth here taught, and substitutes the effect for the cause. 
All who are made disciples to Christ by being ‘‘ taught to observe 
all things whatsoever he has commanded,” will, thereby, be ‘+ bap- 
tized into the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghost ;” but without this antecedent discipleship they cannot be 
so baptized. Gabriel, and Michael, and all the holy angels, are 
baptized into the name of the only living and Tri-Une God; but 
such baptism is not sin-cleansing, nor does it make them disciples 
to Christ. Holy angels cau come unto the Father in other ways 
than by Christ; but no guilty man on earth can come unto the 
Father but by Christ—Redeemer, Mediator, and Advocate, with 
the Father. Every sinner must hear the call, ‘‘ Be ye reconciled 
to God” (= Father, Son, and Holy Ghost) through Jesus Christ, 
the *‘ merciful and faithful High Priest who maketh reconciliation 
for the sins of the people.” This order can never, by any possi- 
bility, be changed. There is no such thing as “sweeping” sin 
from the soul by a baptism (ritual or real) into the name of the 
Trinity, and so “cleansing” it for discipleship to Christ. This 
is a scheme of redemption of which the Bible knows nothing. 
The relations of the several parts of the passage must continue (in 
harmony with all other Scripture) to declare, that the subjection 
and reconciliation of sinners with the living God—Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghost, must begin and end with Jusus Curisz, “ For 
it pleased the Father that in him should all fulness dwell; And 
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having made peace by the BLOOD OF HIS CROSS, by HIM to reconcile 
all things to HIMSELF.” 


Disciple. 


Madntebcate: The command is to make disciples, to disciple. 
The agreement on this point, so far as translation is concerned, 
is now so uniform, that nothing need be said upon it. There are, 
however, several points, not unimportant, embraced in this disci- 
pleship, which claim brief attention. Among these points are, 
1. To whom are these persons to be discipled? A thoughtful 
answer to this question must be—They are to be made disciples 
of Christ. The New Testament speaks of disciples of Moses, of 
the Pharisees, and of John; but to refer the disciples here spoken 
of to any of these, is out of all question. The only other disciples 
spoken of are disciples of the Lord Jesus. These are not only 
designated as *‘ disciples” by common fame, but by the Evangel- 
ists, by Angels, and by the Lord Jesus Christ himself, who says, 
Matt. 26:18, ‘*The Master saith, I will keep the Passover at thy 
house with my disciples.” It would seem to be impossible to 
avoid the conclusion that this is a command to make disciples to 
Curist. This is farther confirmed by the declaration (subsequent 
to the command and action under it) in Acts 11: 26, “* They taught 
a great multitude, and the disciples were called Curistians first 
in Antioch,” which clearly implies that they were made disciples 
by “teaching ” as commanded by Christ, and that they were made 
and popularly recognized as disciples of Carist. The truth is of 
practical importance, because it shows that this discipling cannot 
depend upon or be expounded by “ baptizing into the name of the 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost ;” for disciples to Christ, obviously, 
can never be constituted by such a baptism; and while a ritual 
baptism into the name of the Father, etc., would constitute all 
so baptized disciples of the Triune God, yet there are no such 
‘‘disciples” recognized or recognizable under the teaching of the 
Scriptures. They who become related to the Triune God, become 
related to Him as redeemed and reconciled subjects and worship- 
pers, and not as disciples. While, therefore, we recognize a vital 
and indissoluble relation between this discipling and this baptiz- 
ing, we must as distinctly recognize a diversity which precludes 
the baptizing from being either causative or expository of the 
specific character of the discipleship. 

2. A second question arises: What enters into discipling to 
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Christ? Among. these elements are, 1. Repentance for sin; 2. 
Faith in order to the remission of sin; 3. Obedience as evidence of 
repentance and faith; 4. Ritual baptism, symbol of the remission 
of sin. We have seen from Acts 11 : 96, that ‘* teaching ” (ddd) 
enters into discipleship; and we learn the same, impliedly, from 
John 4:1, 2, and farther, that ritual baptism was an accompani- 
ment of and consequent upon making disciples to Christ. John 
did not make or baptize disciples for himself, but for the Coming 
One. Paul indignantly rejects the idea, that he made disciples 
for himself, or “ baptized into his own name,” or apart from Christ 
crucified. But the Lord Jesus Christ did make disciples for him- 
self; and they were in his presence (John 4:1, 2), and by his 
authority after his ascension (Acts 10: 48), baptized ritually as his 
disciples. There is no other ritual baptism of disciples in the 
New Testament but “‘into the Name of the Lord Jesus.” We 
must recognize, therefore, a ritual baptism of disciples into CHRIsT, 
as essentially contained in the command to ‘* disciple,” which bap- 
tism is another and diverse from the additionally enjoined ‘ bap- 
tizing into the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Ghost,” which is a real baptism without any attending rite. 
Discipling to Christ is that real baptism “‘into Christ” (so fre- 
quently spoken of in the Scriptures) which is effected by the truth 
blessed by the Holy Ghost, and makes such disciples partakers 
of all the fruits of Christ’s redemption; among which is this all- 
comprehending and never-ending baptism (= complete subjection 
and moral assimilation) into the living and true God. This real 
baptism into Christ is attended with a rite in which the cleansing 
of the soul from sin, by the blood of Christ received through faith, 
is symbolized by pure water. 

The sinner in all his guilt may be, must be ‘baptized into 
Christ” (the Lamb of God that taketh away sin); but no sinner 
IN HIS GUILT can be ‘ baptized into the name of the Father, and of 
the Son, and of the Holy Ghost ;” nor is there any quality in the 
GoDHEAD, as such, qualifying it to purge the sins of the guilty; 
therefore, the necessity for the Second Person of the Godhead to 
become incarnate, in order that as *‘ Jesus,” he might “save his 
people from their sins ;” and so fit them for baptism (= subjec- 
tion, assimilation, and gracious fellowship) into the Godhead in 
its holiness. The baptism (real) of sinners “into Christ” is au 
antecedent sine qua non, and an efficient cause of the baptism of 
sinners (not in their guilt, but) REDEEMED and PURGED and RE- 
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CONCILED into the absolute Deity. The ritual baptism of Christi- 
anity with its symbol water, belongs obviously to the former bap- 
tism, and not to the latter. And yet the Church, for many ages, 
has verbally separated the ritual symbol from the causative bap- 
tism “into Curist,” and attached it to the resultant baptism 
‘into the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghost.” These baptisms have an inseparable connection; and 
yet, they have as essential a difference as the Son incarnate 
bleeding on the Cross, and the Trinity unincarnate reigning on 
the THRONE. 


All Nations. 


[ldvra ta ¥0vn: The command to disciple all nations by preach- 
ing and teaching has evoked the sentiment, That none others are 
to be discipled to Christ but those who can understandingly hear 
the gospel and personally repent and believe. This sentiment 
cannot be true, 1. Because it destroys the command which it pro- 
fesses to expound. ‘ All nations” is equivalent to the human 
race. Now, there never was a nation, nor was there ever a period 
in which the human race did not embrace a vastly numerous ele- 
ment (essential to the being of a nation and of the race) which 
was incapable of being discipled to Christ, by the intelligent hear- 
ing of the gospel and by personal repentance and faith. It fol- 
lows, therefore, that all nations (—the human race) can never, 
thus, be discipled to Christ; but the command is so to disciple; 
therefore it is not true, that preaching and teaching are the only 
means for discipling to Christ, or making the nations participants 
in the blessings of his redemption. 2. Preaching and teaching 
can only be regarded as mentioned as being the obvious and out- 
standing, but not the exclusive, means for communicating Christ’s 
blessings. Preaching and teaching are not of themselves suffi- 
cient to disciple the nations—“ Raul may plant and Apollos may 
water, but God only gives the increase.” Those who hold this 
sentiment do not use merely preaching and teaching for disci- 
pling to Christ ; but use prayer as essential means to give them 
discipling power. But if God be not limited to preaching, and 
teaching, as a means for conveying the blessing of Christ, then, 
He may in answer to prayer or moved by the direct intercession 
of Christ, give that blessing through other channels. That this 
is true, not only as possible but as fact, is shown by the blessing 
of Christ bestowed upon the little children brought to him; and 
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also by the Holy Ghost bestowed upon John from his birth hour. 
As it is true, that countless millions of the nations cannot be 
brought to Christ by teaching and personal understanding of the 
truth, so also is it true, that these are not the only means for 
bringing the nations to Christ, else would he not have taught us 
to pray—* Thy kingdom come, thy will be done in earth as it is 
done in heaven.” The ultimate and only essential agency in 
bringing the soul to Christ, is the Holy Spirit; and “the residue 
of the Spirit is with God.” Discipling is not an ultimate end of 
the gospel, but a means to secure the blessings of redemption in 
Christ. But even this is not the ultimate end of the gospel; the 
work of Christ is not done until as Mediator and Advocate he 
reconciles to the Father those washed by his blood, making them 
subject to his authority and restoring the relation (disrupted by 
sin) which must rightfully subsist between the creature and the 
Creator. 

Salvation is in Christ. Preaching and teaching are not ex- 
haustive channel-ways for its outflowings; else, all infants dying 
in infancy must be excluded, not merely by their sin but by 
their infancy, from redemption. And inasmuch as infants are a 
grand, integral part of the nations, the elimination of which is 
destructive to the idea of a nation (naius), to exclude infants 
from the command “to disciple the nations” is to annul that 
command. But this command must stand ; therefore, ‘ disciple” 
must represent either a principal (not exclusive) means only, or 
it must have a breadth of meaning which will embrace every 
essential element entering into the being of “the nations” (= the 
human race) to wit, little children. 

2. This sentiment is not true, because it overturns the divine 
economy under which the human race exists and by which it ever 
has been and still is governed. 

The human race has been divinely established not on the basis 
of an absolute individual personality, but under a Family consti- 
tution. By this constitution we have the primal twain-unity of 
man and woman in the divine relation of marriage, issuing in off- 
spring after their likeness ‘ bone of their bone, flesh of their 
flesh,” creating a Family unity in its most limited aspect, which 
develops under the divine law of marriage, through the multipli- 
cation of such Family unities, into tribal unity, national unity, 
and race unity. This Family unity, in its narrowest beginning 
to its broadest development, is under law; not law which elimi- 
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nates each individual from each other and lays its claims upon 
each as an isolated personality whose responsibilities begin and 
end within his own self-consciousness; but as a part of a whole, 
and when self-consciousness begins it finds itself included within 
law most absolute and in fullest operation. The individual exists 
within and under all the responsibilities of this Family unity. 
This economy which unites parent and child in a unity (physical 
and moral) is invested with amazing powers, responsibilities, and 
issues. As it is established by God, so it has been inffexibly 
observed by Iim in all his dealings with the human race, whether 
in physics or in morals, in law or in grace. 

Now, this economy is utterly subverted by the sentiment which 

declares that the Lord Jesus Christ has established a kingdom 
among men from which the divine corner-stone of human exist- 
ence, Family unity, is stricken away, and a naked individualism 
is substituted for it. But it is profoundly incredible that God 
would abandon his chosen economy and substitute for it another 
radically diverse; and, more, it is.manifestly not true in fact. 
This economy still exists in providence, still reigns under the 
moral law, and the Lord Jesus Christ ‘‘did not come to destroy 
the Law, but to fulfil,” therefore ‘*he was made of a woman,” 
thus incorporated in the Family race unity, ‘‘made under the 
law,” from his birth-hour, ‘‘to redeem them that are under the 
law,” provided, they live long enough personally to understand 
preaching and teaching! So, Dr. Carson (p. 173) says: ‘* The 
Gospel has to do with those that hear it. It is good news; but 
to infants it is not news at all. They know nothing of it. The 
Gospel has nothing to do with infants. Consequently, by the 
Gospel no infant can be saved. ... Infants are saved by the 
death of Christ, but not by the Gospel.” And, so (p. 215), in 
capitals, “INFANTS ARE NOT SAVED BY THE New Covenant.” Dr. 
Carson is honest and bold. He is honestly bold when he declares 
that he will *‘ order Gabriel to school” should he venture to differ 
from him in Greek criticism; but there is something astounding 
in the courage which dares to dash a human theory against the 
divine economy of all ages. But it may be, that some potsherds 
are thus best broken. 

We reject that sentiment which rejects God’s economy toward 
our race. We claim, under that economy, the right and the duty 
of parents (shadowed by Gospel promises—‘the promise is to 
you and your children”), to ask for their speechless, new-born 
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children, a place in the bleeding bosom of Jesus. Aud such 
parents need not fear his turning them away, saying— Infants 
have nothing to do with the Gospel; it is not good news to them; 
it is no news at all; they are not saved by the new covenant ; 
although they be ‘ bone of your bone, and flesh of your flesh,’ yet, 
such unity does not bring them under the Gospel with you; you 
cannot, by any promise within the Gospel, pray to me to bless 
your children; when they get old enough to understand preach- 
ing then they will be brought within the range of the Gospel and 
you can pray for them, that they may be saved by the Gospel.” 
This may have been the Gospel of those who forbade little chil- 
dren to be brought to Jesus; but we have his indignant rejection 
of it as another gospel and not his. We will not have it. 

3. The sentiment which eliminates the infant children of the 
human race from a common redemption with their parents (dis- 
solving the divine unity between parents and children under 
which the human race exists), is, on its face, absurd. The com- 
mand to ‘disciple all nations,” does not subvert the economy 
under which “all nations” exist. 


Baptizing into the Name. 


BanttZovtes dutods eis to dvova: The manifold diversities in the 
interpretation of these words and the entire lack of any one com- 
manding acceptance above its fellows, while the prevalent trans- 
Jation “in the name” and its common understanding ‘by the 
authority of” has scarcely an advocate among scholars, seems to 
demand as a necessary conclusion, that there must be some essen- 
tial error in the understanding of the words, or of their relations 
to each other. If these points are rightly settled on just and rec- 
ognized principles, an interpretation should be developed such 
as must command general if not universal assent. Let us renew- 
edly examine these points and see whether such an interpretation 
can be reached. 

BartiZw: 1. This word primarily makes demand for the intus- 
position of its object within a fluid element, by any competent 
act, moving indifferently the object or the element, without limi- 
tation of time as to the continuance in such intusposition, thus 
bringing the object into a new and thoroughly changed condition. 
2. This word introduces its object verbally into an ideal element 
suggestive of a thorough change of condition in conformity with 

29 
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the characteristic of the ideal element. 38. This word is used 
absolutely to express a thorough change of condition, the specific 
character of which is well understood by long and familiar use. 
The most important element in this word is intusposition WITH 
UNLIMITED CONTINUANCE. 

While there are some objects which, by reason of their nature 
or that of the element into which they are introduced, may be 
materially influenced by a brief intusposition, such objects are 
few, especially when dyeing liquids are excepted from the ele- 
ments to be used, as is true in this case, they being committed to 
Bdzro. 

It is obvious, that any object which is capable of being influ- 
enced by a given element, will be so influenced most profoundly 
by being enveloped in it for an unlimited time. And there are 
but few objects indeed, which are not susceptible of such influ- 
ence by some one or another element. For this reason baptizing 
into an element was practiced in order to secure the influence of 
the element by the communication of its quality to the baptized 
object. Thus human beings were baptized into water, in order to 
secure its destructive influence over life; a medical prescription 
was baptized into milk, in order to secure its emollient. influence ; 
the hand was baptized into blood, in order to secure its coloring 
influence for writing; and hot iron was baptized into water, in 
order to secure its heat-quenching influence. 

4, While there are some elements which impart their character- 
istic qualities only when the object is enveloped within them for 
an indefinite period, there are others which will do this equally 
well without envelopment at all. Thus, water will quench heat 
equally well whether the heated object be enveloped in it, or the 
water be poured upon it. There are other elements which will 
not impart their characteristic quality by envelopment, but will 
do so, in other appropriate ways, without envelopment. Thus, 
wine will not impart its intoxicating quality to a man by envelop- 
ment within it, but will do so to a man who will drink it; and 
a drug will not impart its quality by envelopment within it, but 
it will do so when taken into the stomach; so also, sophistical 
questions and countless other things impart their characteristic 
qualities, through appropriate channels, without envelopment. 
This result being identical in character (controlling influence by 
imparted quality) with that effected by envelopment, it would be 
matura] and accordant with language development, to apply the 
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same word to all cases where the same generic result was effected 
(although by various methods) to designate such result, without 
regard to the method. And this, as a matter of fact, has been 
done and indicated by a change of syntax; the Dative (indicating 
the agency and controlling quality imparted) being substituted for 
ets and its regimen. Thus we have hot iron BAPTIZED (quenched) 
by water (Udat:); a man BAPTIZED (made drunk) by wine (dww) ; 
a man BAPTIZED (stupefied) by a drug (gappdzw) ; a youth BAP- 
TIZED (bewildered) by questions, by study, etc., etc. This usage 
of the Dative is more common than that of e’¢ and the Accusa- 
tive. 

5. There is another class of elements, not physical, into which 
an object cannot pass, but, in fact, the association of Paztifw sis 
with which indicates the impartation of their qualities to the ob- 
ject of the verb. Thus we have a baptism (els dvatcOyatay) into 
INSENSIBILITY ; (ei¢ Unvov) into SLEEP ; (ele topyetav) into FORNICA- 
Tion. This form of expression denotes (by a suggestive refer- 
ence to physical elements) the subjection of the object to the 
controlling influence, respectively, of ‘‘insensibility,” “sleep,” 
“ fornication,” thereby thoroughly changing its condition. 

This form for expressing a baptism, and this class of elements 
not susceptible of intusposition, is the only form and character 
of element to be met with in the baptisms of the New Testament. 
Thus we have a baptism (sts petdvoray) into repentance ; (</> dgeoww 
dpapttay) into the remission of sins; (es 70 dvopa tod Kuptov *lqaod) 
into the name of the Lord Jesus; (els Xptordv *lyoodv) into Jesus 
Christ; (eis Xptotov) into Christ; (ete tév Odvatoy abrod) into his 
death ; (eis & o@pa) into one body ; (ets Mwsjyv) into Moses ; (ei¢ 7d 
dvopa Ilabdov) into the name of Paul; (e?¢ 7d dvoya tod Matpds xad rod 
Yvod xa tod “Aytov Ilvebpatos) into the name of the Father and of 
the Son and of the Holy Ghost. All such baptisms do and can 
only indicate, a thoroughly changed condition of the soul con- 
FORMED TO THE CHARACTERISTIO QUALITY OF THE IDEAL ELEMENT. 
This isan unvarying truth. In such of these baptisms as are 
associated with a symbol rite, as e?¢ petdvoray, ei¢ dgeow duapti@y, et¢ 
tov Xptstov (varied forms for expressing the ‘one baptism” 
cleansing the soul from sin), the efficient agency (2 Ivebpare “Aye@) 
effecting the real baptism, and the symbol agency (év Bdate, 5dare) 
shadowing the nature of the baptism so effected, are stated in 
the Dative; thus giving the last degree of precision which the 
statement of any baptism can possess. 
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Into. 


Eis: This preposition in organic relation with ParriZw can only 
(from the nature of the verb as established) be translated nto. 
It cannot be divorced from the verb in order to express a telic 
sense. This would require a second preposition, thus: ‘* Gedaliah 
was baptized by wine (c/s) into insensibility (’s) for, unto, in 
order to, his murder.” ‘Sinners are baptized (¢/¢) into Christ 
(cis) for, unto, in order to, the remission of sins.” “ Hupolis was 
baptized (<c) into the sea (ec), for, unto, in order to, his being 
drowned.” he verb in such form of expression can no more 
fulfil its function, deprived of its preposition, than the arm can 
act with its hand cut off. 


The Name. 


Td évopa: **The Name,” applied to the Father, the Son, and 
the Holy Ghost, not severally and distinctively but jointly and in 
common, is indicative of union and communion in all that enters 
into “the Name,” and especially of that supreme Sovereignty 
which belongs to the peculiar, divine Three-One existence of the 
Godhead in relation to all created beings. 

A baptism into the Father distinctively, would differ from a 
baptism into the Son distinctively, and both such distinctive 
baptisms would differ from a baptism into the Holy Ghost dis- 
tinctively, while each would differ from a baptism “into THE 
Name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost,” 
because a baptism into the several persons of the Trinity would 
indicate subjection to the control of that which was distinctive of 
each Person, while a baptism “‘into the Name,” etc., is indicative 
of subjection to the controlling influence of that which is common 
to their essential Deity. 

The value of the several elements which enter into the phrase 


being determined, we are enabled to determine the value of the 
entire phrase. 


Baptizing them into the Name of the Father, and of the Son, 
and of the Holy Ghost. 


BantiLovtes abtods ei¢ td dvopa tod [arpds, xat tod Ytud, xad tod “Aytou 
Ibebpatos: This is an organic phrase whose parts cannot be sepa- 


rated without destruction to the sentiment. 70 dvoya is through 
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ets in organic relation with faztifovtes, on the one hand, and with 
tod latpdcg, xa tod Yiov, xat tod ‘Ayiov Ilvebpatog collectively, as a 
unity by nature, on the other hand. 

The meaning of the phrase, according to the interpretation of 
every like phrase whether within or without the Scriptures, is, 
the subjection and reconciliation of the redeemed by Christ to 
the Triune God, from whom they had revolted and been alienated 
by sin. 

The relation of this wonderful baptism to the baptism into 
Christ (which is only another form for expressing discipleship, as 
Paul rejecting Corinthian disciples, asks: ‘‘ Were ye baptized 
into the name of Paul”’) is of like general character with the re- 
lation of the baptism (ets dgeow dpvaptt@v) into the remission of 
sins, to the baptism (cts yetavoray) into repentance, namely, that 
of an effect to its cause. That such is the relation between these 
baptisms is expressly declared by Luke 3: 3, “ preaching (fdztespa 
petavotas cig Ggeow dyaptiay) baptism of (by) repentance into the 
remission of sins,” which is illustrated by a like construction in 
Josephus (J. A. X., 9), ** Befaxticpevoy bxd péOns ei¢ avatoOyatav 
‘Baptized by drunkenness into insensibility.” Baptism into drunk- 
enness precedes and is causative of baptism into insensibility, and 
is here expressed as a baptism by drunkenness in/o insensibility. 
In like manner, baptism into Christ precedes and is causative of 
the baptism into the Name of the Father, and of the Son, and 
of the Holy Ghost. It is not of accident, or as simply antecedent, 
that the soul is so related to Christ; but it is of essence, and in 
order to the baptism into the Name of the Father, etc. This re- 
lation is illustrated by the passage, “I am the way, the truth, 
and the life, no man cometh unto the Father but by me,” and by 
suchlike passages ; which teach that the sinner cannot come unto 
the unincarnate Deity, until he has come to the incarnate Son and 
been cleansed and reconciled through his atoning blood. This 
baptism of all who are Christ’s into the Father, etc., is further 
illustrated by the Saviour’s word—*“ all nine are thine, and thine 
are mine,” ... “that they all may be one; as thou Father art in me 
and IJ in thee, that they may be one in us.” It is baptism into 
(= full subjection to) the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, that 
gives final and eternal unity to all redeemed by the incarnate 
Son. And this subjection of all who are Christ’s to the absolute 
Deity is intimately related to that other great truth: ‘Then 
cometh the end, when he shall have delivered up the kingdom to 
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God, even the Father; when he shall have put down all rule and 
all authority and power. For he must reign, till he hath put all 
enemies under his feet.... .And when all things shall be sub- 
dued unto him, then shall the Son also himself be subject unto 
him that put all things under him, that God may be all in all.” 

If it should be objected— That the Apostles could not bap- 
tize into (= subject to) the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost;” the 
answer is—Neither could they ‘‘make disciples to Christ ” except 
by the power of him unto whom all power in heaven and on earth 
was given. If further vindication of such a command being 
given to the Apostles were needed, it may be found in the com- 
mission given to Paul (Acts 26:17, 18), ‘‘ Delivering thee from 
the people, and from the Gentiles, unto whom | now make thee 
an apostle (adzvcréddw), to open their eyes, and to turn them from 
darkness to light, and from the power of Satan to God, that they 
may receive forgiveness of sins, and inheritance among them 
which are sanctified -by faith which (cic éu¢)” = baptize into 
me. (?) The command to Paul “‘to turn men from the power of 
Satan to God” is substantially the same command as that given 
to the other Apostles and expressed in the words, ‘baptizing 
them into the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Ghost.” It is the power of Satan which keeps men from 
baptism into (= subjection to) God. 

And Paul was no more able to turn the souls of men from the 
power of Satan than the other Apostles were to baptize them into 
the living and true God. The two commissions diverse in phrase- 
ology are the same in substance. Turning from subjection and 
assimilation to Satan unto God (= being made subject and as- 
similant to the Deity) is equivalent to and expository of, baptiz- 
ing them into the Name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Ghost. There is a baptism out of Satan (1 John 5:19, 
Alford) the God of this world into the living and true God. The 
‘* forgiveness of sins,” which Paul was to secure was bound up in 
“discipling to Christ” enjoined upon the other Apostles. We 
are justified in supplying baptizes to meet the demand of ets éy2, 
because of such use elsewhere in Scripture to express the source 
and attainment of the remission of sins. This brings into fullest 
harmony with the Commission in Mark 16: 16, *‘ He that believeth 
(upon Christ) and is (thus) baptized (into Christ) shall be saved.” 
Paul’s commission like that of his fellow-apostles teaches, that 
the forgiveness of sins and salvation (‘‘ inheritance among the 
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sanctified”) is by faith, which brings the soul into Christ = bap- 
tizes elc¢ ep. 

If a different solution of the baptism commanded in Matthew 
be attempted, by claiming, that baptism into the name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost is equivalent to 
baptism into the name of the Lord Jesus, because of his divine 
nature as the Second Person of the Trinity, and therefore, the 
latter formula was constantly used (to the neglect of that formula 
used in the Commission) in ritual baptism by the Apostles, this 
answer may be given: J. The language of inspiration announces 
a real baptism as distinctly as can be done by the use of words; 
2. There is absolutely no evidence of a ritual baptism in connection 
with these words, either in this passage or anywhere else in Scrip- 
ture; 3. A more violent improbability was never suggested than, 
that the Apostles having been commanded to baptize, ritually, 
into the Name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghost should never in a single instance so baptize, but should 
substitute another formula for it; 4. The ground by which this 
suggestion is sought to be sustained, namely, that baptism into 
the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost is 
equivalent to baptism into the Name of the Lord Jesus, is abso- 
lute error. It is nothing to the purpose to say, that the Second 
Person of the Trinity is equal in being and dignity with the first 
Person and the third Person and may, in this respect, represent 
the whole; because this is not the point at issue. There is no 
more a ritual baptism into the Son the second Person, than there 
is a baptism into the Father the first Person, or into the Holy 
Ghost the third Person of the Godhead. The baptism is into the 
Son incarnate, as exhibited in the person of “the Lorp JEsus,”’ 
*¢ Jesus Curist,” ‘ Carist.’”’ Will any one say, that it is a matter 
of indifferent equivalence whether we say, the Son became the 
babe of Bethlehem, the Man of Nazareth, the Crucified of Calvary, 
or that the FatusEr, Son, and Hoty Guost were so born, so lived, 
and so died? But it is just because the Son was born of a woman, 
lived under the Law and died bearing the penalty of the Law, 
that his people are baptized znto Him, and into HIs DEATH. The 
New Testament knows nothing more of a baptism into THE Son 
simply, as a remission of sins, than it does of a baptism into the 
Trinity for the remission of sins; nor would there be any fitness 
or power in either of such baptisms to remit sins. Winer (N. T. 
G., p. 192) says: “ Matt. 28:19 says nothing about the forgive- 
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ness of sins.” It is into ‘God manifest in the flesh” and dying 
as ‘the Lamb of God slain, to take away the sins of the world,” 
that a sin-remitting baptism must be secured. If a baptism into 
the unincarnate Son or into the Name of the Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghost, could have secured remission and reconciliation, 
then, the Son would never have become incarnate, and died upon 
the Cross. Until therefore it shall be affirmed, that a baptism 
of disciples washed by the blood of the Lamb into the abso- 
lute Deity is the same or the equivalent to a baptism of syners 
unwashen of their guilt into the incarnate Redeemer slain for the 
remission of sins, it must be an untenable error to say, that the 
baptism in the Commission as recited by Matthew, is the same as 
that baptism announced by the Apostles and their associates as 
they went forth to execute that Commission preaching the remis- 
sion of sins and reconciliation with the Father through the blood 
of the Lamb. 

Cause and effect while inseparably related can never be the 
same, nor essential equivalents. They do reciprocally include 
each other. 


Teaching them to Observe. 


“Atddoxovtes adtods typstv: Teaching them to observe all things 
whatsoever I have commanded you.” This teaching stands re- 
lated both to the discipling and to the baptizing and yet, neither 
to the making disciples nor originating the baptism. The teach- 
ing is clearly to be addressed to ‘‘them” who are already dis- 
cipled, and out of this discipleship proceeds the baptizing into 
the Name. Both the discipleship and the baptism are vital germs, 
the vitalization of which is by the Holy Ghost; the development 
of the vitality is under the nurture of truth (teaching them) fos- 
tered by the same Divine Spirit. That this teaching does not 
refer to the original making of disciples is further shown in the 
statement, that it is not for enrolment as disciples, but for the 
progressive development of discipleship already established, and 
manifested by the observance of all that enters into it as from 
time to time unfolded. 

The Apostles while commanded to disciple, were not com- 
manded so to do by any power inherent within themselves or in 
their teaching ; but on the clearly declared ground of the commit- 
tal of all power to their Lord. With him the Holy Ghost abode, 
and through the power of the Holy Ghost, under the ministry of 
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the Apostles, he made disciples. The ordinary means, in the case 
of adults, by which this was accomplished, was the preaching of 
fundamental truth pertaining to sin and Christ; the Holy Ghost 
opening the heart to receive the truth, while repentance for sin 
and faith in Christ were the manifestations of a new birth anda 
germinal discipleship. It is at this point that the ‘‘ teaching” 
meets us and assumes the task of developing this initial disciple- 
ship by a perfected obedience. And it is to this condition of 
things reference is made in Heb. 6:1, 2, ‘* Therefore leaving the 
principles of the doctrine of Christ, let us go on unto perfection; 
not laying again the foundation of repentance from dead works, 
and of faith toward God = Baptisms of pocrrine.” The doctrine 
of repentance received by the power of the Holy Ghost, does bap- 
tize into the remission of sins; and the doctrine of faith received 
in like manner, does baptize into Christ as Lord and Saviour, 
bringing under the full influence of his power to protect and to 
redeem, to reconcile and to subject to the holy sovereignty of the 
Triune God, thus introducing into everlasting life. 

And this discipleship effected by the Holy Ghost is germinal 
at whatever age effected, and in its germ is neither repentance, 
nor faith, nor obedience, nor love, but regeneration, which may as 
truly and as readily and as scripturally be imparted to a new-born 
babe in answer to a parent’s believing pleadings, as to a sinner a 
‘hundred years old under the preaching of Paul; unless “all 
power in heaven and in earth” ¢s insufficient for it or has been 
given in vain. The teaching commanded stands in a similar re- 
lation to the baptism as to the discipleship. They who are to be 
baptized into the Name of the Father, etc., are the disciples of 
Christ, and they are so baptized because they are and by conse- ° 
quence of being his disciples. And this: baptism, like this dis- 
cipleship, initiated by the power of the Holy Ghost, is capable of 
nurture and development through the truth. A baptism (=sub- 
jection to controlling influence) becomes more and more profound 
as the influence to which it is subjected does longer and more 
fully bear upon it, even until the power of the object to receive 
becomes exhausted. A striking illustration of the power of teach- 
ing to baptize is that furnished by Clemens Alex. (II, 1212), 
“Ex swyposbyns cig nopvetay BantiZovet tats Tduvats zat twig xradece 
yaptlecbat doypatovtes TEACHING indulgence in pleasures and pas- 
sions they BAPTIZE out of chastity ito fornication.” The dis- 
ciples of these teachers being brought by their teachings under 
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the controlling influence of licentiousness pass out of @ CONDITION 
of purity and are baptized inlo a conpiTI0Nn of impurity. The 
teaching before us, as it is the opposite in moral character, so it 
effects a morally opposite baptism, namely, out of the power of 
Satan into the power of Gov. The disciples of Christ delivered 
from the dominion of sin and taught the knowledge of God and 
holy obedience, are more and more baptized into the Name of 
the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost. 


‘ 
Historical. 


This wonderful baptism into the Trinity (dependent upon the 
baptism into the incarnate, atoning, and mediating Son) has no 
direct or designed relation to a ritual baptism. It was, however, 
very soon after the times of the Apostles, connected with the 
administration of the Christian rite, and continued to be used in 
common with the formula into the name of the Lord Jesus, until 
the third century, after which there was an enactment against 
the use of the Apostolic formula, and a declaration that baptism 
so administered was invalid. Such enactment, however, was in 
direct contradiction of the practice of the Apostles, and is rejected 
by both Luther and Calvin, who pronounce baptism into the Name 
of the Lord Jesus to be scriptural, while they observed, in their 
own practice, the formula which had been adopted by the church, 
and continued for many ages. The two formule have not equal 
fitness as applied to ritual baptism. The fitness of symbol water 
in a ritual baptism into the name of the Lord Jesus, is obvious. 
Its cleansing quality aptly expresses the cleansing power of the 
atoning blood of the Lord Jesus, into whose name the baptism 
ideally takes place. But what does the water represent in a bap- 
tism of sinners into the name of the Trinity? There is no aton- 
ing blood there. There is none in the Son as the second Person 
of the Trinity. And Christ the incarnate and the crucified, in 
whose atoning blood the rite originates, is excluded from the rite 
by lack of recognition and the use of a formula in which (as Winer 
says) there is no remission of sins. Baptism into the name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, is most scriptural ; 
but the association of this baptism with a ritual ordinance is 
wholly wanting in scriptural authority, whether it be sought in 
command or in practice. The only scriptural interpretation that 
can be given of the conjunction of two things so diverse, yet each 
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in itself so scriptural, is by regarding the two baptisms as con- 
densed into one, which is true in fact, the water being taken from 
the baptism into Christ, with which it is so appropriately and 
scripturally conjoined, and united with that ulterior baptism into 
the Name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, 
which is dependent upon the antecedent baptism into Christ. 
The baptism EFFECTED would thus be substituted for the baptism 
effecting; that is to say, the cause would be expressed by its 
effect. 

Whether it is, or ever will be, the will of God that the Church 
should return to the use of the original formula, is more than I 
can say. My own feeling is, that until such will shall be clearly 
made known, it cannot be displeasing to the incarnate Redeemer, 
as the Second Person of the Trinity, that every disciple of his 
should be ritually baptized into the Name of the Father, and of 
the Son, and of the Holy Ghost; it being taught, that the symbol 
water of the rite expresses the cleansing of his precious blood, by 
which alone this amazing, ultimate, and everlasting baptism is 
effected, and the guilty and the lost reconciled and made loving 
subjects to the living and true God. These two baptisms, while 
they differ in their immediate purport, are yet one, in so far as 
being inseparable and ever coexistent in the relation of cause and 
effect. 


Patristic Writers. 


The recognition by Patristic writers of the diversity between 
the baptism enjoined in the Commission and the baptism declared 
by the Apostles in the administration of ritual baptism to the 
disciples of the Lord Jesus, and the attempt (under the assump- 
tion that the baptism of the Commission was related to a rite) 
to make baptism into the Name of the Lord Jesus and baptism 
into the Name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghost, one and the same baptism, by diverse explanations, has 
been already mentioned, and may be referred to (p. 173). Basil 
of Cezsarea finds the unification in the word Christ (—the 
Anointed), because the Father anoints, the Son is anointed, and 
the Holy Ghost is the anointing influence. Cyprian seeks recon- 
ciliation in a supposed temporary distinction between the bap- 
tism of Jews and Gentiles. Dionysius Alexandrinus grounds 
the unity in the indivisible nature of the Trinity, and treats bap- 
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tism into the name of Christ as though it were bajtism ‘into the 
name of the Son” simply. Hilary, without giving any explana- 
tion of his own, makes the evident diversity between the baptism 
of the Commission and the baptism of ritual administration a 
ground for caution in the interpretation of passages of Scripture 
apparently contradictory or incongruous. Origen expounds the 
diverse phraseology on the ground of a wise fitness in the modifi- 
cation of the terms, because to baptize into Christ is to baptize 
“into his death,” and “death” cannot be used in connectionwith 
“the Father, and the Son, and the Holy Ghost.” This would be 
a very satisfactory reason to prove the essential difference btween 
these baptisms; it is a very unsatisfactory reason for proving 
their essential sameness. 

These divergent attempts at explanation furnish proof within 
themselves that the true explanation has not been reached. The 
quotations given from modern Expositors show, that no progress 
whatever has been made toward an explanation of the commanded 
baptism and the administered baptism, on the supposition that 
the Lord Jesus Christ commanded a ritual baptism into the Name 
of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, and that 
the Apostles administered a ritual baptism inéo the Name of the 
Lord Jesus. It is not too much to say, that if, after earnest 
endeavor through eighteen centuries, the most cultivated intel- 
lects have failed to shed one satisfactory ray of light upon the 
subject, from the standpoint which they have chosen, none can 
rationally be expected from that same point through eighteen 
thousand years to come? And more: Is it too much to say that 
the nature of the case peremptorily excludes any explanation on 
the basis of sameness in these baptisms? The sameness of these 
baptisms can never be proved. It can only be assumed on a 
precedent assumption (which can never be proved) that the bap- 
tism commanded in the Commission was a commanded ritual 
baptism ; but, yielding this double impossibility, we still say that 
the mystery remains untouched, namely, that the Apostles being 
commanded to baptize ritually into the Name of the Father, and 
of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, should baptize ritually into the 
Name of the Lord Jesus. The solution of such a marvel could 
only be obtained by another revelation. 

These facts constitute an apology for rejecting the supposition 
on which these long and fruitless attempts at explanation have 
been made, as truly as the multiplied and fruitless cycles and 
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epicycles of Ptolemy justified Copernicus in rejecting the suppo- 
sition that the Earth was the centre of the Solar system. 

We do, therefore, reject the hypothesis which makes the bap- 
tism of the Commission a ritual institution, as well as the further 
hypothesis that baptism into the Name of the Lord Jesus is the 
equivalent of baptism into the Name of the Father, and of the 
Son, and of the Holy Ghost; and deny, that the Lord Jesus Christ 
in enjoining the baptism of his disciples “into the Name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost,” had any idea of 
announcing a formula for a ritual ordinance. All disciples of 
Christ must as such receive a ritual baptism into Christ, and if 
after being discipled to Christ they are to be ritually baptized 
into the Name, etc., then there must be two ritual baptisms of 
Christianity. Standing on this ground, we immediately relieve 
the Apostles from the charge of flagrant disobedience by the sub- 
stitution of a wholly diverse form of words for the most remark- 
able form of words contained in all the Scriptures, announced 
and enjoined under the most impressive circumstances, and by 
the highest authority. 

This denial is sustained: 1. By the entire absence of all evidence 
in the Commission in connection with these words of a ritual in- 
junction. BarriLortes els t¢ dvopa is a complete phrase expressing 
a most positive sentiment in itself. Water (Sdaze) cannot be in- 
troduced, elliptically, into it by any recognized law, because water 
nowhere appears in all Scripture with these very remarkable words. 
Again, these words cannot be converted into a ritual formula, 
because thereby the transcendent truth which they teach is de- 
stroyed. <A rite is but ashadow. This baptism as it stands in 
the Commission is a reality. This reality is adequately secured 
by discipleship to Christ. Therefore, to convert it into a ritual 
shadow, is not only to give a stone instead of bread, but worse, 
it is to take away divine bread that has been given, and to replace 
it with a human stone. 2. By the absolute incredibility of the 
rejection by the Apostles of such a commanded formula, and the 
substitution of another. What amount of evidence could give 
probability to such rejection it is hard to say; but this is certain, 
there is nol a particle of real evidence for it. 38. By the essential 
difference of the two formule as expressed in their terms. 4. By 
the entire exclusion, hereby induced, of a cruciFIED Redeemer 
from the ritual entrance into that kingdom of which his Cross is 
the door. 4. By the want of significance in water ritually used in 
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a baptism into the Triniry, which, as such, has no quality to remit 
sin; while it is demanded in a ritual: baptism into Christ, whose 
great characteristic is ‘the Lamb of God that taketh away the 
sin of the world.” 5. By the absolute necessity for that real baptism 
into Curist (everywhere taught in Scripture and ritually exhibited 
by the Apostles) in order to that baptism into the sovereign and 
holy Turet-OneE taught in the Commission. 

Other reasons might be multiplied; but these if substantiated 
will be sufficient. + 

The only objection that I know of, that can be urged against 
this view, is the long-continued practice of the Church in using 
those great words of the Commission as a formula in ritual bap- 
tism. This usage is, in certain directions, a real embarrassment ; 
yet, so far as touching the merits of the case is concerned, it has 
no place. Jt 7s admitted, both by ancient and modern expositors, 
that the practice of the Caurcu ts Nor the practice of the APOSTLES. 
The only question therefore, on the merits of the case, is this: 
Have the Apostles, or has the Church, since the third century, 
more correctly interpreted the Commission? That the Apostles, 
in the administration of ritual baptism, differed in word or deed 
from that which was commanded (beyond the supposed substitu- 
tion of another formula of words) is claimed by none; that the 
Church in the administration of ritual baptism did differ from 
that which was commanded, in wellnigh a score of ways, is 
admitted by all. Whether, then, this misunderstanding, or mal- 
practice, or want of conformity to the Commission, be more ration- 
ally chargeable to the inspired Apostles, or to the Church (which 
through long centuries baptized men and women naked) let all 
men judge. 


Vindication. 


The interpretation given to the Commission as recorded by 
Matthew is vindicated by the statements and allusions to the 
same as furnished by Mark, Luke, John, and Paul. These have 
already received consideration. In them all appears, in one form 
or another, the statement, that the remission of sins enters into 
that Commission and through the Lord Jesus Christ. This re- 
mission of sins is stated, out of the Commission, as a baptism into 
repentance, into the remission of sins, into Christ, and into his 
death. Mark speaks of a baptism whech secures salvation, and 
therefore is not ritual baptism but real baptism into Christ, 
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effected, as stated, by believing. The real discipleship of Christ 
can only be effected by believing upon Christ, and the disciple- 
ship of Matthew is the same as the baptism into Christ of Mark. 
And since a ritual baptism belonged to the real discipleship and 
real baptism into Christ, it cannot’be, that a second ritual bap- 
tism belonged to that real baptism into the Name of the Father, 
and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost. This was an ulterior, 
real baptism due to the primary, real baptism into Christ, the 
Redeemer, Mediator, and Advocate with the Father. 


Syriac Version. 


This interpretation (especially as connected with faztifw els) is 
vindicated by the Syriac Version. 

Dr. Murdock, translator of the Syriac New Testament, after ad- 
ducing the definitions from the lexicons of Buxztorf, Chal. Talmud. 
et Rabbinicum, Freytag, Arabico-Latinum, Castell, Heptaglot., 
and Schindler, Pentaglotton, says (Bibliotheca Sacra, Oct. 1850): 
‘“This mass of evidence seems to prove, beyond all controversy, 
that the primary meaning of the Syriac word was, to stand, stand 
up, stand firm, etc. The Syrian Christians in appropriating this 
verb to denote the reception of baptism, did not change entirely 
the radical idea attached to it. They only transferred it from a 
physical to a metaphorical sense, or used it to denote a mental 
and not a bodily act. The proof lies in the fact, that they re- 
tained perfectly its grammatical character and its syntactical con- 
struction. .. . But what is the analogy between the physical act 
of standing, standing up, standing firm, etc., and the religious 
act of receiving baptism? This is the great problem which we 
must attempt to solve. . . . Our theory would be, that the early 
Syrian Christians,—in conformity, very probably, with Apostolic 
example and usage,—employed this word to denote the reception 
of baptism, because they associated with that act the idea of com- 
ing to a stand, or of taking a public and decisive stand on the side 
of Christianity. They considered all baptized persons as eslab- 
lished in the Christian faith, and as having made a public profes- 
sion of that faith, in and by their baptism, so that now they stood 
up before the world as professed or visible Christians. Accord- 
ing to this idea of the latent or etymological meaning of the term, 
the Commission of our Lord to his Apostles, in Matt. 28:19, 
might be rendered,—not, ‘Go ye and teach all nations, immers- 
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ing (or washing) them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, 
and of the Holy Ghost,’ as in the Greek;—but, ‘Go ye and 
teach all nations, making them to stand fast in the name of the 
Father,’ ete. _And the declaration in the parallel passage in 
Mark 16:15, 16, which in the Greek reads, ‘Go ye into all the 
world, and preach the gospel to every creature: he that believeth 
and is immersed shall be saved ;’ would in the Syriac read, ‘ He 
that believeth and standeth fast shall be saved.’ According to 
the Greek, our Lord seems to state ¢wo conditions of salvation ; 
namely, believing, and being ¢mmersed or washed in the name of 
the Holy Trinity ; but according to the Syriac, he states in reality 
only one condition, namely, that of believing and standing fast in 
our confidence in the Triune God. Such views of these texts are 
in perfect harmony with the doctrine everywhere inculcated in 
the New Testament, that it is only the steadfast and persevering 
Christian that will be saved. 

‘¢ Comparing now this Syriac word for baptism with the Greek, 
we shall see, that while the Greek word indicates the great change 
of character and life requisite to salvation, by the figure of a 
moral purification; the Syriac word indicates the same great 
change, by the figure or metaphor of standing firm in the faith, 
or standing up before the world as one of those who follow Christ, 
or who love and obey the Gospel.” 

Prof. Ewing, of Glasgow, says: ‘In this translation (Peshito 
Syriac), all the words used for baptizing, baptism, and Baptist, 
are taken from the Hebrew word which signifies to stand, to cause 
or make to stand, to support as by a pillar, to establish, etc. It is 
the same word, also, which is used in the Arabic version for bap- 
tism. This word is certainly worthy of particular attention in 
the present inquiry, because in the Syro-Chaldaic dialect, it was 
in all probability the very word used by John the Baptist; the 
very word used by Jesus when he gave the Apostolic Cammis- 
sion; the very word used by the Apostles and Evangelists, as 
long at least as they preached and baptized in Judea, Galilee, and 
Samaria.” 

Prof. Stuart says: “* This Version is the oldest of all the trans- 
lations of the New Testament that are extant. It is admitted to 
be one of the most faithful of all the ancient versions. 

‘““How does this translate the word in question? Only and 
always by a word which corresponds (in point of form) to the 
Hebrew, Chaldee, and Arabic word, agreeing in sense with the 
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Latin, stare, perstare, fulcire, roborare. It is hardly credible 
that the Syriac could so far vary from all these languages as prop- 
erly to mean, immerse, dip, etc. 

“We come almost necessarily, then, to the conclusion, inas- 
much as the Syriac has an appropriate word which signifies to 
dip, plunge, immerse, etc., and yet it is never employed in the 
Peshito, that the translator did not deem it important to desig- 
nate any particular mode of baptism, but only to designate the 
rite hy a term which evidently appears to mean, confirm, estab- 
lish, etc.” 

The facts thus presented vindicate the results reached in this 
Inquiry. 

1. The usage of the Syriac word which takes the place of faz- 
tw, and the usage of the Greek word is the same; that is to say, 
neither of them is used in the New Testament with a physical ap- 
plication ; both are used in metaphorical relations. 

Dr. Murdock says: “The Syrian Christians transferred this 
word from a physical to a metaphorical sense, or used it to denote 
a mental and not a bodily act.” 

In thus turning a word from the expression of a physical con- 
ception to express an analogous moral conception, the Syrian 
Christians only followed the example of the inspired writers in 
their use of faxri{w, which is never used by them in physical re- 
lations, but is invariably used in ideal relations for the purpose 
of developing moral conditions analogous to the condition re- 
sultant from physical use. 

2. While the simple primary idea of the Syriac word (to stand 
jirm, to establish) is as diverse from the simple, primary idea of 
the Greek word (to envelop in a fluid without limitation of time) 
as could well be, yet, in their results they are brought into the 
most intimate generic accord. An object which is made to stand 
firm, is thereby brought into a condition by which it is invested 
with a controlling power, changing its previous condition, and an 
object which is enveloped by a fluid without limitation of time, is, 
thereby, brought into a condition by which it is imbued with a 
controlling power changing its previous condition. When such 
words are used metaphorically, they harmonize in expressing 
(amid their variations) the same mental or moral conception,— 
thorough change of condition. 

If I wish to describe a man truly and fully penitent or par- 
doned, it is a matter of indifference whether I say: He stands 
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firm or established in repentance—in the remission of sins; or 
whether I say: He is baptized into (=brought thoroughly under 
the controlling influence of) repentance—remission of sins. The 
idea expressed as to that man’s relation to repentance, and remis- 
sion of sins, is precisely the same, whatever may be the diversity 
of medium through which the idea is reached. 

So, if I wish to express the relation of a soul to Christ, or to 
the Triune God, it is a matter of indifference whether I say, the 
soul stands firm in Christ—is established in the Name of. the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost; or, whether I 
say, the soul is baptized into (brought thoroughly under the 
controlling influence of) Christ—the Name of the Father, and 
of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost. The relation declared to 
exist in the one case or in the other, is identically the same. The 
form only, under which the conception is presented, differs. It 
is then an unquestionable truth, that the stand firm of the Syriac, 
and the baptize into of the Greek, are truly equivalent and justly 
interchangeable expressions. 

3. The idea, that fazrifw has any complementary relation with 
water in the New Testament, or has any concern in the mode of 
using the water in ritual baptism, is foundationless. The mode 
of baptism (so far as this word is concerned) passes forever out 
of, and should never have entered into, the field of theological 
controversy. It never did until yesterday when the theory arose. 


Confirmation. 


The right and the accuracy of the Syriac translator in employ- 
ing a word meaning to stand firm, establish, to represent Baxrifw 
lc, is strikingly indicated in the use of Parrife etc, by the Apostle 
Paul to represent the Hebrew 7. 

. The meaning assigned to this word by Gesenius is, to prop, to 
stay, to support, to lean upon, and, metaphorically, to trust, to con- 
fide, to believe, and to stand firm. A derivative from this Hebrew 
word, as, also, a derivative from the Syriac word, means a pillar. . 
And this is equally natural as a derivative from the Hebrew to 
support, and from the Syriac to stand firm. It is obvious, that a 
very close relation exists between these words in their primary 
use in physical applications, while in their development in met- 
aphorical use and in their derivatives, they become still more 
closely related, and even identical in meaning. If now, the 
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Syriac word could be properly used as an equivalent for the 
Greek, as is done in the Peshito, we might conclude that the 
Hebrew word could, with no less propriety in proper circum- 
stances, be represented by the Greek; as its equivalent. And this 
will be found to be the case by a comparison of Exodus 14: 31, in 
which the Hebrew declares, literally, ‘* Israel leaned upon Moses,” 
or metaphorically, ‘‘ Israel trusted in, believed in Moses,” and 1 
Cor. 10:2, where Paul says of the same transaction, and very 
probably with a design to express this very word by an equivalent 
phrase, ‘Israel was baptized into (= brought under the control- 
ling influence of) Moses.” 

Can any one possibly doubt, that the phraseology of Moses 
and of Paul (however diverse in their original primary applica- 
tion) does, as: here used, express, with equal accuracy, the rela- 
tion of Israel to Moses, in consequence of the miraculous power 
of Jehovah exerted in their behalf? Paul no more dips Israel 
into the Red Sea by fazrcfw, than does Moses dip them by 2%, 
But Paul and Moses, equally, bring Israel under the controlling 
influence of Moses. 

This usage of Paul, and this usage of the Peshito, mutually 
expound and sustain each other. The Syriac translator employs 
a word (very diverse in its original use), as, in its outworkings, 
the just equivalent of faxt/fw in its New Testament use; and Paul 
employs faxti{w els as the just equivalent of a Hebrew word 
closely touching (in its original meaning and development) the 
Syriac word of the Peshito. 

Dr. Murdock claims a divine authority for the Syriac word (as 
used by Christ and the Apostles) as well as for the Greek word ; 
and here again, by Paul’s translation (ad sensum if not ad ver- 
bum) or substitution, if it be preferred, we come upon INSPIRA- 
TION as authorizing the interchange of a related Hebrew word with 
the Greek farxtifw, where the Hebrew word (whether in primary, 
or in secondary, or in any other use) has not the remotest ap- 
proach to a dipping, or a plunging, or an immersing. It is there-. 

- fore demonstrably certain, on divine authority, that BarriSw in the 
New Testament does not mean to dip, or to plunge, or toimmerse 
in water. This remarkable usage of the Peshito and of Paul’ 
unites with the grammatical construction of the Greek verb in the 
New Testament (which is always with an idea] element as its 
complement), as well as with the primary use of this Greek word 
(which envelops in a fluid without taking out), in establishing fully 
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and firmly, that the baptism of the New Testament cannot be 
physical, and must be spiritual, with an attending rite wherein 
pure water symbolizes the purifying nature of the spiritual bap- 
tism, which is verbally announced—* into the name of the Lord 
Jesus;” or its consequent, ultimate, and eternal baptism ‘‘ into 
the Name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.” 

This conclusion rests on no specialty for its application to the 
cases in the New Testament. Its basis is of universal application 
to all cases of like construction, out of the New Testament gs well 
as in it. 

Whether I say: ** He is baptized into (= under the controlling 
influence of) sleep;” or, ‘He stands firm, is established, con- 
jirmed in sleep,” I say substantially the same thing. If I say: 
“He is, by wine, baptized into (under the controlling influence of) 
insensibility ;” or, ‘He stands firm, is established, confirmed, in 
insensibility ;” I say, substantially, the same thing. If I say: 
“He is, by a drug, baptized into (— under the controlling in- 
fluence of) stupor;” or ‘‘He stands firm, is established, con- 
firmed, in stupor;” I say, substantially, the same thing. If I 
say, ‘‘He is, by immoral teaching, baptized into (— under the con- 
trolling influence of) fornication ;” or, ‘‘ He stands firm, estab- 
lished, confirmed by immoral teaching, in fornication;” I change 
the word, but I do not change the sentiment. 

And now, unless some essential evidence has been omitted, or 
unless some essential error has entered into that adduced, the 
conclusion is certain and imperative, that there is no baptism, or 
quasi baptism by dipping into water, known to the New Testa- 


ment. 
In Brief. 


All the elements which enter into this great Commission and 
last words of our Divine Lord, as he is about to step from his 
footstool to his throne, have now (as I have been able to appre-’ 
hend them) been considered. 

This baptism has been considered last ; because it is announced 
in the last words of our blessed Redeemer and is last in logical . 
order, and must be in the nature of the case, the last in fact, as 
it is the baptism of the redeemed into the Name of the Father who 
gave his Son, and of the Son who became the incarnate Redeemer, 
and of the Holy Ghost who seals with atoning blood the soul-fruit 
of a Saviour’s soul-travail, and thus baptizes into the absolute 
Tri-Une God for all nTERnrry |! 
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This baptism will be the last, because it will have no end. No 
baptism is self-ending; THEREFORE no baptism is a dipping. This 
baptism is effected by Divine power as well as by Divine grace. 
As this baptism is not self-ending, so, no enemy can take out of 
this baptism—“I give unto them eternal life; and they shall 
never perish, neither shall any man pluck them out of my hand. 
My Father which gave them me, is greater than all; and no man 
is able to pluck them out of my Father’s hand. I and my Father. 
are one.... Ipray forthem. Holy Father, keep 1n thy Name 
(¢v t@ dvépare) those whom thou hast given me, that they may be 
one as we are.” And who are IN this Name but they who are 
“baptized into the Name (els té dvova) of the Father, and of the 
Son, and of the Holy Ghost’? 

This is the last, consummating baptism of redemption. It is 
the amazing residual fruit of a Saviour’s baptism into death. It 
is a baptism forever, even FOREVER and EVER. 

And for this baptism, which is through the atoning death of 
the incarnate Son, Glory be unto thy Namz, O Tuou TrIvNE 
Gop—the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, world without 
end, Amen and AMEN. | 
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PATRISTIC BAPTISM. 


CHRISTIC BAPTISM AS EXHIBITED IN THE TRUTH AND 
ERROR OF PATRISTIC WRITERS. 
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MISINTERPRETATION OF MATTHEW 8:11 AND JOHN 8: 5. 
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PATRISTIC BAPTISM. 


PATRISTIC USAGE OF fartiSw IN GENERAL. 
Agreement with the usage of other writings. 


PATRISTIO writings furnish superabundant materials for deter- 
mining the meaning of Baxrifw within the range of their use of 
this word. The records are ample; the use of the word occurs 
times without number; the authors were Greeks by birth or train- 
ing, or if of Roman birth and speech had the best opportunities 
for knowing the force and meaning of ecclesiastical terms de- 
rived from the Greek. 

As Jewish writers employed this word in the ordinary Classic 
sense and applications, as well as to their distinctive religious 
rites, with a meaning modified by the nature of those rites, so, 
early Christian writers, in like manner, use this word in its ordi- 
nary Classic sense when employed within the same sphere, but in 
a modified sense when applied to express religious rites and doc- 
trines which were diverse in conception alike from Classic and 
from Jewish thought. 

This modified application and usage, however, whether Jewish 
or Christian, is in the most perfect harmony with the primary 
meaning of the word and the development of such meaning under 
the laws of language. Inasmuch as the Greek usage of these 
writers is of the highest authority, and in its breadth covers 
alike Classic, Jewish, and Inspired usage over which we have 
now passed, it may be well, in order to compare and to test the 
results reached with those about to be developed, to state briefly ' 
what those results are. We have found Classic writers employ- 
ing this word, solely with a secular application, 1. To express a 
thoroughly changed condition of its object by causing it to oc- 
cupy a covered condition within, commonly, a fluid or semi-fluid, 
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having no regard to the act by which such changed condition is 
effected, and without limitation of the time during which it is to 
continue. The primary result of such changed condition, namely, 
envelopment by a fluid without limitation of time, necessarily re- 
sults in an ulterior change, namely, subjection to the fullest 
measure of influence which the inclosing fluid is capable of ex- 
erting over the inclosed object by penetrating and pervading it 
and thus assimilating if to its own characteristic whatever that 
may be. This secondary change of condition leads, under a well- 
recognized law of language development, to a modification Of the 
primary use of the word so that it shall include cases in which 
the object undergoes a like change of condition, to wit, by an 
influence penetrating, pervading, and assimilating, which exerts 
its power to produce this condition by unlike means, that is to 
say, not by covering its object. This extended usage of faxrtw 
is abundantly illustrated in Classic writers. It is so in those fre- 
quent cases where it is used to express the thoroughly changed 
condition of a drunken man under the penetrating, pervading, 
and assimilating influence of the intoxicating principle of wine. 
This same use employs this word to express the thoroughly 
changed condition of a man in profound stupor effected by the 
penetrating, pervading, and assimilating influence proceeding | 
from some t@ gappaxw. These and many other changes of condi- 
tion are effected by diverse modes of operation in the cause, but 
belonging to the same class of conditions, namely, as character- 
ized by a thorough change assimilating to the characteristic of 
the operating influence they are designated by the same word,— 
fanti~w. This word is also used absolutely by the Classics to ex- 
press a drunken condition. 

Jewish writers, like the Classics, employ faztif{w to express a 
covered condition, by any act, without limitation of time; a thor- 
oughly changed condition effected otherwise than by covering, and 
absolutely, to express a thoroughly changed condition effected by 
religious rites without regard to the manner of using those rites. 

Inspired writers never use farri{w to express the physical cov- 
ering of its object. Nor is it ever used by them except within a 
religious sphere and ordinarily relating to a thoroughly changed 
spiritual condition, the nature of which is commonly expressed by 
the conjunction of the verb with an ideal element into which the 
object is represented as passing by the preposition ec. 

Sometimes, however, no ideal element is expressed, but the na- 
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ture of the changed condition is expressed only by the agency in 
the Dative, as is often done by Classic writers. More rarely 
there is an absolute use of the word when (as designed) we are 
only informed that some thorough change of condition is to take 
place but its precise nature is not expressed. It is only by the 
adjunct ideal element in the Accusative with e/c, or by the agency 
in the Dative, with or without a preposition, that we know the 
nature of the baptism of Inspiration. 

Patristic writers will be found to present cases of all the varied 
forms of usage found among Classic, Jewish, and Inspired writers. 


Disagreement. 


“While there is no difference between Patristic writers and 
others as to the essential nature and varied usage of fanriSu, 
there is essential difference from Inspired writers, in various as- 
pects, in relation to Christian Baptism. Among these differences 
_may be mentioned, 1. The confusion and unification of the di- 
verse agencies Water and the Holy Spirit, by which they are 
made coactive in effecting an exclusively spiritual baptism, and 
the symbol baptism of Scripture by pure water is destroyed; 2. 
The introduction of a symbol burial into the use of the water, as 
ordinarily administered, of which the Scriptures know nothing; 
3. The covering of the head three times in the water in corre- - 
spondence with the three Persons in the Trinity, or with the three 
days and nights of Christ’s burial; 4. The divesting of all can- 
didates for baptism (male and female) of their entire clothing; 
5. The practice of exorcism, the turning toward the west and 
the east, the use of oil, salt, spittle, etc. These departures from 
Scripture teaching and practice were vindicated as Scriptural by 
appeals to passages misinterpreted or misapplied, among which 
the most important were Matt. 3:11; John 3:5; and Rom. 6:3. 

This agreement and disagreement will now be illustrated by 
the citation of passages reaching from the first into the fifth cen- 
tury, within which period the most authoritative writings are 
found. Our first inquiry will be as to the usage of the verb. 
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Intusposition without limitation of act or time. 
It is in proof: That Saxri¢w demands for its object a condition 
of intusposition (usually within a fluid element) without regard 
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to the act to be used in securing such intusposition, and without 
limitation to the time of continuing in such condition; never 
taking out what it puts in. 

CoroLuaAryY: 1. A baptized object is subjected to the fullest as- 
similative influence of the investing medium, by the interpenetra- 
tion and communication of its characteristic. — 

2. An object which has received a pervading and assimilating 
influence, in any way, may be said to be baptized by such in- 
fluence. ~ 

This truth, with its corollaries (proved from other writings) 
will now be shown to be accepted as truth by Patristic writers. 


Classic and Patristic Bantizw the same. 


1. Clemens Alex. (posterior): ‘‘By means of which the ship 
about to be baptized (farr:fopvévy) is raised up.” 

2. Basil M., III, 432: ‘A ship while it bears its freight load, 
floats; but more than this (zatafaxriZer) baptizes it.” 

3. Basil M., III, 452: ‘‘More wretched than they whom, in a 
sea storm, wave after wave, tossing and baptizing (éxfazrifovta), 
prevents deliverance from the flood.” 

This faxti{w of Clement and Basil is the identical primary and 
- literal faztiZw of the Classics. It secures intusposition for its 
object in the depths of the sea or somewhere else, and leaves it 
there. The baptizing of the theory, which dips the head and 
shoulders taking them out in a moment, is not much like this 
shipwreck baptizing of Classics and Patrists which continues 
through a thousand years. The doctrine (maintained against all 
Lexicons) that this word has but one meaning, does not allow of 
any departure from this primary use; while its conversion into 
a momentary into and out of water eviscerates it of its entire life. 

The fartifw of Clement and Basil is the faxritw of Josephus 
and Philo, and of Plutarch and Plato; always a word of power, 
thoroughly changing condition as grounded in intusposition 
within a fluid without limitation of time; yet, in development 
laying aside physical intusposition for ideal; and ideal for a di- 
rect expression of changed condition by the verb and influential 
agency without intusposition real or imaginary; and finally, by 
the absolute use of the word without adjunct directly expressing 
some complete, specific, change of condition. 


ANALOGOUS WORDS. ATT 


Ideal Element. 


Clemens Alex. (prior) 421: ‘52d péOn¢ BanteSdpuevocg els Brvov 
Baptized by drunkenness into Sleep.” This learned Christian 
Greek here uses faxriSw in all its Classic value and power ex- 
pressing thorough change of condition; but substitutes an ideal 
element (e’¢ Szvov) for the Classic physical element (ef¢ OdAacoay). 
There is no change in the value of the verb; the difference of 
value in the phrases is found solely in efs Sxvev and es Odhacoay. 
An object which is really placed e’s @éAaccay into the sea, for an 
unlimited time, is thoroughly subjected to the influence of the sea; 
- and a human being ideally passing into sleep is represented as 
being thoroughly subject to the influence of sleep. And this 
thoroughly changed condition of a profoundly sleeping man, 
Clement says, is a baptism. There is no actual or possible intus- 
position (much less a dipping); but merely a verbal form sug- 
gestive of the profoundest influence to which a specific character 
is given by the regimen of the preposition. A perfectly identical 
case is that of Josephus (Jew. Antiq., X, 9): “* Befantropévoy ete 
dvaccOnotay xa Brvov dnd tis péOns Baptized into insensibility and 
sleep by drunkenness.” And a perfectly parallel case is that of 
Luke 3: 3, ‘ Béxtiopa petavotacs ets dveow dpapttav The baptism of 
repentance into the remission of sins.”” In each case fantifw and 
Barciopa present the same element of controlling influence chang- 
ing condition, while the widely differing nature of the influences is 
presented in drunkenness on the one hand and repentance on the 
other. The resultant conditions (insensibility and remission of 
sins) being as diverse in nature as the influences (drunkenness 
and repentance) are diverse in character. 


Analogous Words. 


The usage of analogous words by Patristic writers confirms 
these views. 

Clemens, Rom. I, 620: ‘Odre yap tov Noe xaréxdAvocv—He did 
not deluge Noah.” 

Basil M., III, 453: “ Katazdvfdpevoy tH dustpia tod devou—Deluged 
by wine without measure.” 

Clemens, Rom. I, 1464: ‘* Madkoy 02 w= atrot Anpudot Bobtobévta— 
Or, as they madly say, he was drowned (abyssed).” 
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Marci Eremitz, 1020: “* Eis tov Buddy tis dyvotas xatanéxtwxey— 
Fallen into the abyss of ignorance.” 

Origen, II, 1511: ‘The tempest (xatexdévrrZe) has ingulfed me.” 

Matt. 18:6: “And (xatazovrtc0%) ingulfed in the depth of the 
sea.” 

Karaxkifu, Bobifa, xatanovtif, like BaxztZw, demand intusposition 
for their objects without limitation of time (do not take out what 
they put in), and therefore, all such objects are of necessity ex- 
posed to the full influence of the investing element. Suci? verbs 
are adapted to express the development of influence, of an analo- 
gous character, when such development does not take place by 
the same form of influence; that is to say, they drop entirely the 
idea of a physical covering or only suggestively allude to it. 

Thus we see, that influence of the most powerful character is 
necessarily included in the case of Noah’s cataclysm. Noah and 
his family were not ‘‘ deluged ;” therefore did not experience the 
drowning influence of water. The rest of the human race were 
“deluged,” and by necessity of such intusposition, were drowned. 
Now, this resultant effect (complete influence, not the intuspo- 
sition causative of the influence) is expressed by Basil through 
xataxkblw in declaring the controlling influence of wine. He 
neither means to say, that the wine bibber is within a deluge of 
waters, nor within a deluge of wine; but he uses a word (which 
while not expressing influence in primary use, yet necessarily in- 
volves the highest influence) to express in secondary use the 
highest influence of wine, which is developed not by intusposition 
but by drinking; which does not drown but makes drunk. Noah 
was not covered over (zataxdifw) in the deluge; but, alas, Noah 
was made drunk (zatazi0fw) by wine. Who will question a di- 
versity of meaning in this twofold usage of the same word? In 
the first case we have inness with influence; and in the second 
case we have the influence (peculiar to wine when drunk) without 
the inness ; which could not develop the intoxicating influence of 
wine. 

Clemens Romanus uses (v6, in like manner, primarily, to 
express the covering in water (which in the case of a human 
being is necessarily attended with a destructive influence), while 
Mark the Hermit uses its root ideally (ef tdv Buddy), not to ex- 
press withinness but to suggest the profoundest influence of 
ignorance.” 

Origen uses zataxovt(fw, which primarily covers in the sea with- 
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out limit of time, to express not a covered condition in the sea, 
but the influence of overwhelming distress. The Lord Jesus 
Christ (Matt. 18:6) uses this same zarazoytiZw to bring out the 
hopeless destruction which is inseparable from this word, apply- 
ing it to the soul and the remediless influence of sin. 

The general primary meaning of farriZw (covering without 
limitation of act or time) is the same as that of zataxzdifw, fodiZo, 
xatarovtifw; and, in the case of each, controlling influence is in- 
separable from such condition, and is directly expressed in second- 
ary use. 


Ideal Element and other Words. 


As there is no characteristic of faxtttw so important as that of 
inness without limitation of time, so there is no usage of this word 
of such vital importance to this Inquiry as that which connects it 
with an ideal element, for the purpose of expressing controlling 
influence, while indicating by the form the origin of such meaning. 
It is important, therefore, to show that this usage is not singular, 
but common; that it is not obscure, but clear in meaning; that it 
is not difficult of interpretation, but facile and of universal con- 
sent. Let us, then, before entering upon that of azriZw, look at 
the facts of Patristic usage in connection with other words. 

Cur. Rom. (op. dub.) 472: “The disciples and hearers of an 
untaught and ignorant teacher overwhelmed by the darkness of 
ignorance (in interitum demergentur) will be demersed into DE- 
STRUCTION.” 

S. CLEMENTIS (op. dub.) II, 332: “* Lest by much sudden joy 
she should come (e?¢ &orasty gpsvav) into DISTRACTION OF MIND.” 

TERTULLIAN I, 629: ‘‘ While the heathen (in voluptatibus im-. 
mergunt) immerse themselves in PLEASURES.” 

TERTULLIAN J, 663: ‘* The worshipper of idols is an adulterer 
of the trath; (in stupro mergitur) he is mersed 72 ADULTERY.” 
II, 1060: ‘ Peccatiin gurgite mersis—mersed in the ABYSS OF SIN.” 
1063: ‘¢‘In dementia mersos—mersed tn FOLLY.” 

TERTULLIAN III, 234: ‘Darkness having been scattered (de 
tenebrarum profundo in lucem sapientiz et veritatis emergerem) 
I emerged out of the depth of darkness into the light of wispoM, 
and TRUTH.” 

OCremens Atex. I, 417: ‘“‘ Reason should preside lest the feast 
(napancovdaca els péOqv) should glide into DRUNKENNESS.” 
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Cium. Auex. I, 493: ‘¢ The oppression of sleep is like to death 
(drogepopéyn ets dvatcOnotav) carrying us down into INSENSIBILITY.”’ 

Cumm. Avex. II, 417:.‘* Commanding the sinner (dvacpetodae xat 
petatiOec0at &x Oavdtov «ls Cwiyv) to be raised up out of death and 
transposed into LIFE.” 

Aveustin IX, 186: “In quodlibet profundum malorum et in 
quamlibet horribilem voraginem peccatorum irruat. Into what- 
soever DEPTH OF EVILS and 7nto whatsoever horrible ABYSS OF SINS 
he may rush.” ~ 

JEROME VI, 1349: ‘¢ Qui in extremis peccatorum feecibus habi- 
tant et in scelerum suorum ima demersi. Who live in the ex- 
treme dregs of SINS and demersed into the lowest depths of their 
CRIMES.” 

These passages are sufficient to illustrate the familiar employ- 
ment by Patristic writers of an ideal element with verbally ex- 
pressed withinness, in order to denote controlling influence. The 
ground of such usage evidently is: The inseparable connection 
of the highest influence which a fluid can exert over an object, 
with its position within such fluid, for an unlimited time. Such 
cases are the following: . 

TERTULLIAN II, 1071: ‘* Hostes demersit in undis. He de- 
mersed (drowned) his enemies in the waters.” 

Origen II, 844: “* Mergatur in mare. Is mersed (= drowned) 
into the sea, flowing (in amaritudinem) into bitterness.” The 
sweet water of a river flowing into the briny sea has its sweetness 
drowned in the bitter waters into which it flows. 

Hitary J, 353: “ Ut in profundum demergantur oratur—effec- 
tum cum illos diluvio submersos consumpsit profundum. He 
prays that they may be demersed (— drowned) into the deep— 
which was done when the deep destroyed them submerged 
(= drowned) in the flood.” 

Aveustin V (prior) 382: ‘‘Unde tota navis mergatur. The 
whole ship is mersed (—swallowed up) by a leak.” 

Origen IT, 875: “Ire in gehennam, mitti in ignem eternum, 
expelli in tenebras exteriores. To go into hell, to be sent into 
everlasting fire, to be driven into outer darkness.” The complete 
influence of “hell,” “ fire,” ‘‘darkness,” is expressed by going 
1nTO them for an unlimited time. Nothing is more obvious than 
the essential connection between position within a physical ele- 
ment and the completest influence; and nothing is more certain 
than that Patristic writers do use such intusposition not merely 


USED WITH AN IDEAL ELEMENT. 481 


for the intusposition, but for the influence resulting therefrom. 
In like manner they do abundantly use a verbal form expressive 
of intusposition, in order to express the controlling influence of 
the characteristic quality of ‘such ideal element over its object. 


Barnri€w is so used with an Ideal Hlement. 


The use of fazritw is entirely harmonious, and largely identical, 
with that of numerous other words employed to express controlling: 
influence through actual or ideal withinness. This has been already: 
shown in connection with ships and men sinking into the sea; the» 
ideal use is exemplified in the following quotation : 

CiemMens ALEX. IT, 1212: *’ Ex swepostyys ez nopvetav BaxttZovee: 
They baptize out of chastity into fornication, teaching to indulge 
in pleasures and passions.” 

Any attempt to take this passage out of the same category with 
those already considered (as establishing controlling influence’ 
through withinness) will rouse up in opposition not only the 
established usage of Patristic writers, but also a principle in’ 
nature, 7.e., that withinness is causative of influence; and the 
prima facie demand of e’s in association with éx, as well as the: 
essential requirement of @aztiSw. The only interpretation of this’ 
passage which admits of defence, is that which makes vicious’ 
TEACHING to baptize zs disciples = to cause them to pass out of 
a condition of chastity into a condition of fornication. To pass' 
“into fornication” (baptize never takes out what it puts in) can- 
not possibly express anything short of or less than full subjection 
to the characteristic of this vice. This passage settles the all- 
important point that faxrcS<w may (like scores of other words) be 
directly connected with an ideal element, and THEREBY EXPRESS 
THE CONTROLLING INFLUENCE OF THE CHARACTERISTIC OF SUCH 
ELEMENT OVER THE OBJECT which (verbally) ts carried into tt,' 
and NoT TAKEN ovuT or 1T. If any further proof of this vital 
point were necessary, it could be readily furnished from this same! 
writer. See the following: 

I, 416: ‘* Reason should preside at the feast lest it glide 
péOnv) into drunkenness.” 

Will any one question that etc ~ééyv is the ideal element into 
which (and therefore under the influence of which) the convivial-' 
ists are passing ? 
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I, 493: “The oppression of sleep is like to death which carries 
us down (etc dvataOnatav) into insensibility.” 

Is this condition, induced by ideal withinness, any less clear? 

I, 421: “*Banrifopevos bxd péOns cig Sxvov, Baptized by drunken- 
ness into sleep.” 

Here are the same elements (wine and drunkenness, sleep and 
insensibility) under the same grammatical form, and kindred 
ideal elements (els p¢0nv, ei¢ dvatcOnotav, eis Srvov), and are we to 
have a new principle of interpretation introduced and fangifw put 
under ban, so that IT ALONE must not introduce its object within 
an ideal element as suggestive of controlling influence? This 
exclusion must be practiced or its common right must be ac- 
knowledged. 

The seal is put to this evidence by the important testimony of 
Josephus in the passage often quoted: Jewish Antiq., X, 9, ‘* Be- 
Bantiopévoy eig dvatoOnatay bro t7> psOne Baptized into insensibility 
by drunkenness,” where complete influence is expressed by a 
verbal passing into an ideal element in a case of worldwide 
familiarity. 

It is in proof: 1. That faxrw is used in direct grammatical and 
complementary relation with an ideal element in order to develop 
the peculiar influence of such element over the object passing 
(ideally) into it; 2. That in such ideal baptism the baptizing 
agency may be (in this case wine) a physical fluid element, and 
may be used in any way (in this case by drinking) appropriate to: 
its nature, for the development of its baptizing power. 


Baxtifw with the Agency and without Ideal Element. 


The baptism into an ideal element, for the purpose of express- 
ing the full development of the characteristic of such element 
over its object, finds a perfectly equivalent baptism in another 
verbal form in which the ideal element disappears, and the agency 
(without the statement of or any regard to the mode of applica- 
tion or influence) only appears and, by its association with far 
tw, expresses both the fact and the nature of the controlling 
influence exerted. Take the following quotation in illustration: 

CremEens ALEX. I, 57: ‘The man who is (Sefanteopévos ayvora) 
baptized by ignorance is more stupid than a stone.” 

Clement gives the explanation of his own phrase, ‘ baptized by 
ignorance,” in the most unmistakable manner. He explains the 
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phrase as indicating neither more nor less than the most profound 
stupidity. A man “baptized by IGNORANCE” is more stupid than 
A sToNE. Ilas anything in nature less intelligence than “a 
stone”? No; but a man “ baptized by ignorance” is not a thing 
of nature, but a lusus. nature, and therefore, “more stupid than 
a stone.” There is no figure (= ideal element) in this phrase. 
The idea may be expressed through an ideal element, thus: 

Marot Eremiraz, 1020: “ The soul (els tov Buddy tig dyvotag xata- 
néntwxev) has fallen into the ABYSS of IGNORANCE or it would know 
by divine Scripture, etc.’ Here, precisely the same idea as ex- 
pressed in “baptized by ignorance” is expressed by the use of 
ignorance as an ideal element ¢nto which the soul is verbally rep- 
‘resented as “ falling,” and thus coming fully under its influence. 
The baptism “into ignorance” Mark expounds, as a condition of 
stupidity too profound to recognize the plainest teaching of Scrip- 
ture; while Clement expounds the baptism “by ignorance,” as a 
condition of stupidity which outvies that of a senseless stone. 

Clement uses faxtifw at the direct value which it has secured 
from primary and figurative use, viz., as expressive of a pervad- 
ing and assimilating controlling influence, separated from all 
modal form, for securing such influence. 

This verbal form—‘ baptize by ’—used by Patristic writers to 
express directly, without the intervention of figure, controlling 
influence, as a secondary meaning of Sarrifw, is one of the most 
common forms of usage among Classic writers. Thus: 

Conon L.: §”Oww 68 roddk@ Baxticaca Having baptized him by 
much wine.” 

Crem. Atex. I, 416: “* Lest the feast glide (ele é@nv) into drunk- 
enness.” 

The first quotation from a Classic Greek, uses the verb in its 
secondary meaning and joined with wine expresses the fully de- 
veloped influence of wine without figure. The second quotation, 
from a Patristic Greek, expresses the same influence by the use 
of drunkenness as an element into which the wine-drinker is, 
verbally, represented as passing and so coming under the wine 
influence. The two forms present essentially diverse conceptions 
uniting in one common result. 

Crem. Avex. I, 421: “ BarteZopevos bx6 pens els Bxvov Baptized 
by drunkenness znéo sleep.” 

Evenus XV: ‘ Banrtle: © Sxvw He baptizes by sleep.” 

Clement, here, uses sleep as an ideal element in connection 
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with the verb, to secure the idea of controlling influence by the 
suggested withinness; while the Classic Evenus drops the form 
of ideal element and adopts the equivalent, but more advanced, 
form of faxtifw with the agency to express directly the same idea, 
namely, a condition of profound sleep. 

Acuittes Tatrius II, 31: “76 dutd gappdxw xataBantioas Hav- 
ing baptized her by the same drug.” 

Crem. Atex. I, 285: “Sins are remitted (tawviw gappdxw, hoyim 
fanttopate) by one perfect drug (medicine), spiritual baptigm.” 

The Classic Greek and the Patristic Greek in these passages 
uses, each, the same grammatical form (faztifw and the agency 
in the Dative) to express the controlling influence of a power des- 
ignated by both as a “‘ gdéppaxov.” But this general term (taken 
from the materia medica) represents agencies very diverse in their 
characteristic qualities. The same term is applied, here, to cover 
agencies of very diverse qualities, and therefore effecting bap- 
tisms very diverse in uature. The pharmakon of Achilles effects 
a baptism whose characteristic condition is that of profound 
stupor ; while the pharmakon of Clement effects a baptism whose 
characteristic condition is that of absolute purity. 

The mode in which these baptizing influences operate is as 
diverse as that of an opiate taken into the stomach by drinking, 
and of a transforming spiritual influence received into the soul 
by divine power. 

This baptizing pharmakon of the Classic Greek was a liquid; 
but not in the form of a river ora pool. It was contained in a 
wineglass. But a wineglassful was enough thoroughly to BAPTIZE 
a fullgrown adult. 

This same form for expressing a baptism (the verb with the 
agency in the Dative) is a common form in the Scriptures and 
abounds among Patristic writers, as it is, also, the more common 
form among the Classics. It is grounded in withinness; but this 
it has wholly laid aside by entering into fellowship with agencies 
which exert a pervading, assimilating, and controlling influence 
without receiving their objects necessarily or possibly into with- 
inness of relation. Neither wine nor drug baptizes by covering. 
It will, also, be noticed, that while all baptisms under all varieties 
of forms of expression have, in common, a condition character- 
ized by controlling influence, the specific character of that con- 
dition must be learned from the receiving element (real or ideal) 
on the one hand, or from the agency on the other. 
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A fleshless skeleton will as soon declare the complexion of the 
skin or the color of the eyes of its once living possessor, as the 
naked faxtifw will declare the nature of a baptism without its 
complementary adjunct in the form of receiving element (real or 
ideal) or of the executive agency. 

The importance of this statement will be appreciated in view 
of the fact, that in the Scriptures there is no baptism announced 
except through an ideal element or by a spiritual agency, with its 
. associate symbol—Water, dove, or firelike tongue. 

This has already been shown to be true of the Scriptures. It 
remains to be shown, that it is no less true, that CHRISTIAN bap- 
tism is always represented by Patristic writers as a SPIRITUAL 

baptism whose nature is announced, exclusively, by an ideal ele- 
ment, or by an agency possessed of a correspondent spiritual 
power, which effects the BAPTISM. 

But while the baptism of the Scripture and the baptism of Pa- 
tristic writers is alike spiritual in its nature, there is this very 
essential difference, to wit: the real baptism of the Scriptures is 
effected solely by the Holy Spirit, and is ritually represented (as 
to its purifying nature) by a symbol ordinance in which pure 
water is applied to the body; while the Christian baptism of the 
Patrists is effected joinily by the Holy Spirit and water, impreg- 
nated with a divine power. This baptism has no symbol rite 
showing forth by water, the nature of the baptism; but uses the 
water (which, with the Holy Spirit, effects, as they believe, the 
real baptism of the soul) in such manner as to symbolize, not 
(their) daptism but, (their) burial with Christ in his rock sepul- 
chre ; an idea which has no place in the ritual baptism of Scrip- 
turé, any more than oil, and spittle, and insufflation, ete. 

That this is a just representation of Patristic baptism we now 
proceed to show. But before entering upon the discussion in de- 
tail, it may be well briefly to indicate the source of the Patristic 
error by which water became essentially conjoined and coefficient 
with the Holy Spirit in Christian baptism (— the remission of 
sins and the regeneration of the soul). 

Judaic baptism was not a mere symbol baptism shadowing some 
other real baptism; but was a type baptism possessed of a real 
power, self-efficient for the purification of ceremonial defilement, 
and hence, the adequate type of an antitype baptism which did - 
efticiently purify from spiritual defilement. This truth (the self: 
efficiency of the water, and blood, and heifer ashes in Judaic bap- 
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tism) was erroneously carried over into the water used in John’s 
baptism (which was not a type but a symbol baptism) making it 
self-efficient for a spiritual cleansing (= repentance and fore- 
shadowed remission of sin). This idea of spiritual efficiency 
(within limits) in John’s baptism is seen everywhere in Patristic 
writings, and especially in frequent and explicit statements of 
Augustine, who declares John, as personally possessed of such 
power to baptize, to stand alone among men. The baptism of 
the Lord Jesus Christ as declared by John— He shall baptize 
you with the Holy Ghost”—is made by these writers to differ 
from that of John himself not in nature, but only in measure. 
They were both spiritual; and thus both differed in nature from 
Judaic baptism, but agreed with each other, in kind, whilggdiffer- 
ing in degree. The baptism of John was imperfect in its spiritual 
power; that of Christ was perfect. But while John excludes in 
the most pointed manner water from the personally administered 
baptism of Christ, these writers include it, saying—‘t of course 
John did not mean to exclude water from the baptism of Christ 
when he says, ‘He shall baptize you with the Holy Spirit.” 
They failed to discriminate between the baptism through the Holy 
Ghost personally administered by Christ and the rite, symbolizing 
that baptism, administered by his ministers with water. And 
this error of interpretation was the initial ‘letting out of water” 
which speedily became a flood, and would have swallowed up the 
. Ark itself but for the conserving power and grace of God. This 
beginning of error received large accession from another misinter- 
pretation of the words of our blessed Lord himself—-(John 3 : 5) 
“Jesus answered, Verily, verily, I say unto thee, Except a man 
be born of water and of the Spirit, he cannot enter into the 
kingdom of God.” These early writers forgetting (1) their own 
doctrine, that Jewish baptism was necessary for and had efficient 
power in order to cleansing from ceremonial defilement, and that 
these words were addressed to a Jew; and (2) forgetting also 
their own doctrine, that Christian baptism (— the copresence 
and coefficience of water and the Spirit) had yet no existence, 
and therefore any such doctrine for the instruction and personal 
benefit of the Jew Nicodemus was anachronistic; and (3) for- 
getting further, that such interpretation dashed itself against 
“the promise of the Father” (Luke 24:49) in which there was 
no water, and against the fulfilment of that promise in the bap- 
tism of the Spirit at Pentecost in which there was no water, and 
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against the like fulfilment at Czesarea in which there was no 
water, and against the truth that “all” who are Christ’s are 
‘baptized by one Spirit into one body ” (1 Cor. 12:13) in which 
there is no water; and forgetting still further, that the ingrafting 
of a rite upon the baptism of the Spirit gives to the water neither 
essential copresence (Cornelius the centurion) nor coefficience 
(Simon the magician), they did yet magnify their first error in 
the minisinterpretation of John’s words (adding “ water” to 
them) by akindred misinterpretation of Christ’s words, transfer- 
ring them from the sphere of Judaism in which they were spoken, 
to that of Christianity which was yet future, thus perpetuating a 
Jewish type (after its extinction in the presence of the antitype 
- —the poured out Spirit) by the origination of a coactive physical 
element of which the Scriptures do not say one syllable. 

This is the double-headed fons ef origo malorum which has 
been pouring its poisonous stream through the church for more 
than a thousand years. How unutterably important is the right 
interpretation of one passage of Scripture. What a millstone 
has been hung about the neck of the church by adding one word 
(water) to the baptism of the Holy Ghost. What havoc is made 
by taking away one word (Christ) from the ‘one baptism” into 
Curist, and adding to it one word (water) transforming this di- 
vine baptism ¢nto CuRist into the humanism of one dipping into. 
WATER, and thus disrupting the constitution of the church, reject 
ing from it the living members of Christ’s body, and writing upon. 
his holy sacraments—Baptism and Supper—“ Lie,” and upon the 
brow of all (except the stolidly ignorant) who observe them accord- 
ing to divine appointment—L1ar.* 

For all who so fearfully err (not an error against man but 
against God in Christ) the prayer offered up on Calvary must live 
in Heaven—“ Farusr, forgive them; they know not what they do.” 


* G. D. B. Pepper, Prof. of Theol., Crozer Theo. Sem. (See pp. 21, 22.) 


BATITISMA. 


~~ 


‘THE BANTIZMA OF PATRISTIC WRITERS EXPRESSES A SPIRITUAL 
AND NOT A PHYSICAL EFFECT. 


Béxttopa is not found in Classic Greek. It appears for the first 

time in the Scriptures. The interpretation of its Patristic use 
should be preceded by an examination of its probable value as 
deduced from its derivation and its Scriptural use. Both these 
elements admit of very definite determination. 
' All grammarians agree in saying: Substantives derived from 
verbs and ending in ya express effect, product, result, state. Thus, 
Kihner: “Substantives with the ending va denote the effect or 
result of the transitive action of the verb;” Butiman: ‘The ter- 
mination na expresses the effect of the verb as a concrete ;” Sopho- 
cles: ‘*The termination ya denotes the effect of a verb ;” Crosby: 
‘‘ Nouns formed from verbs denote the effect of the action, have 
pa. added to the root of the verb;” Jelf: ‘“ Nouns ending in pa 
express the effect of the transitive notion of the verb;” Winer: 
‘Formations in va, as fdztiopa, are used mostly in the sense of 
product or state.” Hermann Cremer (Bib. Theo. Leax.): ‘ Baz- 
ttoyos denotes the act as a fact; fdxteoya the result of the act; 
used exclusively by Biblical and Kcclesiastical writers.” 

It must therefore be regarded as settled, that Sdztisya by deri- 
yation and form expresses the effect, product, state, result, of the 
act which is the executive of fazriSw. But whatever may be the 
specific act (among the legion that wait on azriZw) the effect, 
product, result, state, accomplished is withinness without removal 
(involving of necessity all the influential issues consequent upon 
such withinness) when the verb is used in primary application. 

The effect, product, result, state, of a ship with its crew sunk by 
a storm, or naval conflict, or excessive cargo, to the bottom of the 
ocean, might be described as a fdztiopa; and such a Pdrtiopa in- 
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volves, of necessity, the utter loss of the ship, and the utter loss 

of life to the crew. But as a matter of fact faztioya is never ap- 
plied by Classic, or Inspired, or Ecclesiastical writers to any 
such physical effect, product, result, or state. 

In the secondary use of Santi where withinness does not ap- 
pear (but only a complete “ effect, product, result, or state,” as 
in “baptized by wine”), the drunken “effect, product, result, 
state,” might be described as a fdztispa; but again, as a matter 
of fact, there is no such usage of this word by any class of writers. 
The use of faztifw with an ideal element, expressed by e/s and its 
regimen, does not appear in the Classics; this, like Sdztiopa, is 
found for the first time in the Scriptures, and is never found there 

. with a physical receiving element. 

Whenever fazrifw is used with a complementary ideal element, 
the “ effect, product, result, state,” of such use (indicated by the 
complete influence of the ideal element) will be properly expressed 
by fdztopea. And such, as a matter of fact,is and is the sole use of 
this word in the Scriptures. It is never there used to denote an 
“ effect, product, result, state,” within a physical element. The 
Bdxticya of Scripture invariably expresses the changed condition 
** effect, product, result, state,” of the SoUL passing ‘*‘¢7nto REPENT- 
ANCE,” into the REMISSION OF SINS, ‘into the NAME OF THE LORD 
Jesus,” into HIS DEATH,” and not of the body passing into WATER. 
And this Béxtopa is as invariably characterized by Spiritual purt- 
fication as indicated by the ideal elements. 

This, as has been already shown at large, is the unquestionable 
usage of Sdxtiopa in the Scriptures. And it is in the most perfect 
accord with the laws of derivation regulating the import of all 
such words. e 

These points being established we proceed to inquire whether 
the usage of this word by Patristic writers is in harmony with 
them. 


Patristic and Inspired Usage of Bdntiopa Harmonious. 


It is certain, that Patristic like Classic writers while using faz- 
ciLw to effect the destruction of ships and of human life at the 
bottom of the sea, do never, in such cases, use faztiova to express 
the consequent “ effect, product, result, state.” It is certain, that 
Patristic like Classic writers while using fazxtttw to effect that 
drunken condition (without inness) consequent upon wine-drink- 
ing, do never use fdztioya to express such “ effect, product, result, 
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state.” It is certain, that Patristic writers do use farrtw with 
an ideal element (cis and Accusative), and without an ideal ele- 
ment (Genitive and Dative with or without a preposition) to 
express physical, mental, and moral conditions (where no within- 
ness is possible) without using Béxtiopa to denote the resultant 
effects; but in using identically the same grammatical forms to 
express a complete spiritual change in the condition of the soul, 
they do employ and limit Sdxttopa to denote THIS “ effect, product, 
result, state.” There is therefore, before any detailed examina- 
tion is made, a violent presumption, that they use this word as 
Inspired writers use it in like relations, namely, to express not a 
physical but a spiritual “ effect, product, result, state.” With this 
antecedent presumption against a physical baptism (because un- 
supported by usage and destructive to life) and in favor of a 
spiritual baptism (because sustained by usage and in harmony 
with all Scripture teaching) we proceed to consider the direct 
evidence. 

There is no small number of cases in which Sdzttoua appears 
without any feature in the construction or in the facts to deter- 
mine the meaning of the word. This is true in all those cases 
where this word is used comprehensively to designate the whole 
rite; just as the widely differing term g@zsya is used for the same 
purpose. The assumption, that farxtioya is used, under such cir- 
cumstances, to denote the manner or the result of using the water 
is inadmissible: 1. Because as yet, if there should ever be, there 
is no evidence of the use of fdzticpa to denote the effect of the 
verb where water is the complement to the idea of the verb; 2. 
Because there is evidence from derivation, that such use would 
involve the destruction ofglife; 3. Because there is evidence of 
the use of fdéxtioua where water has no place. These antecedent 
difficulties which bar the way against the use of this word to ex- 
press the resultant state of an object put within water without 
limitation of time, must be met and overcome by indubitable facts 
before a step can be taken in the direction of a water covering, so 
far as this word is concerned. The presumption is heavily against 
such use. The burden must be lifted by those whose cause re- 
quires it. 

The point at issue is this: Does fdxropa in Patristic writings 
indicate a physical “effect, product, result, state,” over an ob- 
ject, from position within water, without limitation of time, or is 
it limited to express a thoroughly changed, spiritual condition, 
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without limitation of time, effected with or without ideal within- 
ness? 


We proceed to adduce proof in support of the latter position? 


4 
THE PATRISTIC BAIITIZMA HAS A SPIRITUAL IMPORT. 


General Idea: Definition. 


The following question and answer presents an entirely accurate 
view of the purport of Sdzteova as entertained by the Patrists. 

Basit the Great, III, 786: “Tis 6 Abyos % H Obvayeg tod Bartio- 

patos; 16 GhowOjvat tov BaxtiZdpsvoy xatd te vodv, zat Adyov, zal mpaEw, 
; xan yevéabat exstvo xata thy Oobstoay Oivapty, dxep ott td 2S 0d eyevv7iOn. 
 & Quee sit ratio aut vis baptismatis ? 

*“‘ Nempe ut baptizatus et mente et sermone et actione mutetur, 
atque per virtutem sibi datam fiat idipsum, quod est illud ex quo 
natus est. 

‘‘ What is the purport and power of baptism ? 

“The baptized is thoroughly changed as to thought, and word, 
and deed, and becomes, according to the power bestowed, the 
same as that by which he was born.” 

This defining answer of Basil declares fdzreopa to be the repre- 
sentative of a thoroughly changed spiritual condition assimilated 
to the characteristic of the power by which the change has been 
effected. And this view is in accord with all Classic, Jewish, and 
Inspired usage. It is identically the same conception as that 
which runs through all this Inquiry. The reason for the intro- 
duction of éyew707 is to be found, in general, in the equivalence 
(as these writers supposed) between regeneration and baptism; 
and, in particular, because this inquiry touching baptism is 
grounded in the immediately antecedent quotations of Matt. 
28:19, ‘* Go, disciple all nations, baptizing them into the Name 
of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost ;” and John 
3:3, 5,‘ Verily, verily, I say unto you, Except a man be born 
again he cannot see the kingdom of God.” And again, “ Verily, 
verily, I say unto you, Except a man be born of water and of the 
Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom of God.” The coujune- 
tion of these passages strikes the keynote of Patristic views on 
Christian baptism. Their baptism (notwithstanding the presence 
of water and the manner of its ordinary use) does not belong to 
the sphere of physics; but is purely spiritual in its character. 
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Confirmatory of this view of Basil are the following references : 

TERTULLIAN I,1203: ‘The Spirit of God borne above the waters 
in the beginning, is a figure of baptism. The holy was borne 
above the holy, or that which bore received sanctity from that 
which was upborne. Since whatever substance is beneath re- 
ceives, of necessity, character from that which is above, especially 
is a physical substance pervaded by a spiritual, through the 
subtlety of its nature. So the nature of the waters was sanctified 
by the Holy and received the power to sanctify.” Sy 

This was a baptism of the waters, according to the definition 
of Basil, they having received a thorough change of character by 
a communication of power from the Holy Spirit, whereby, also, 
they are enabled to baptize others, which previously they could 
not do. That is to say: SIMPLE water cannot effect Christian 
baptism. It must have a special, divine power communicated to 
it first. Therefore, Dipymus ALEX. (692) says, referring to this 
same movement of the Spirit upon the waters and its effect in 
changing their nature—”0dev ddtazpitws raytt Batt . . . Bdxtiona 
yverat Whence baptism is effected by all water.” 

Does water require a new power to be divinely communicated 
to it in order that it may be qualified for a dipping? 

JERomgs, II, 161: ** How can the soul, which has not the Holy 
Spirit, be purged from old defilements? For water does not wash 
the soul unless it is first washed by the Holy Spirit, that it may 
be able spiritually to wash others. * The Spirit of the Lord,’ says 
Moses, ‘ was borne above the waters.’ ” 

Jerome teaches: 1. Baptism is soul washing; 2. Natural water 
cannot wash the soul; 3. Natural water is washed by the Holy 
Spirit; 4. This “‘ washed” water has power spiritually to wash 
the soul = to baptize it, thoroughly to change it, assimilating it 
to the characteristic of the baptizing power; 5, Patristic ‘‘ wash- 
ing” has no more to do with the sphere of physics than has Pa- 
tristic baptism. What agent in physics can so wash water that 
it can, then, wash the soul? Jerome says: The Holy Spirit can 
so ‘‘ wash” water; and Tertullian and Didymus say: He does 
thus wash it by imparting to it his own quality; and Basil says: 
This is baptism—a thorough change and assimilation of condition. 
All of which is, if possible, yet more expressly stated in Cyprian, 
1057, 1082: ‘* For neither can the Spirit operate without water, nor 
water without the Spirit. . .. But it is necessary that the water 
be first purified and sanctified, that it may be able (r@ iw Baxtto- 
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pate) by tts own baptism to cleanse away the sins of the baptized 
man.” 

This teaches us: 1. Baptism is a changed condition in which 
appear ‘* purification and sanctification ;” 2. Water can be BAP- 
TIZED; and is baptized when purvfied and sanctified. After water 
is thus baptized it has power to baptize the guilty soul —take 
away its sins; and without being itself so baptized, 74 cannot 
baptize Christianly; 3. Christian baptism is not a dipping into 
water. 

These quotations exhibit ground elements running all through. 
Patristic baptism, and any interpretation which does not accept 
them, and is not governed by them as first principles, must be 
’ worthless. ; 


Assimilation. 


Assimilation (that is to say, the characteristic of the baptism 
conformed to that of the baptizing power) is declared by Basil 
and Tertullian to be an essential feature of Christian baptism. 
This idea, so radical and so far removed from a water-dipping, 
may be further illustrated. , 

Basi, III, 1551: ‘* The Lord himself declares what it is to be 
baptized by the Holy Spirit, when he says: ‘That which is born 
of the flesh is flesh; and that which is born of the Spirit is spirit.’ 
. . . Since we know and are fully convinced, that that which is 
born of the fiesh of any one, is sucu as that of which it is born; 
so, also, of necessity, we, born of the Spirit, are spirit; but not 
Spirit according to the great glory of the Holy Spirit; but accord- 
ing to the diversity of the gifts of God, through his Christ, to 
every one for profit. . . . 1564: So, we are reckoned worthy to 
be baptized in the name of the only begotten Son of God, and 
deemed worthy of the great gift which the Apostle announces, 
saying: ‘As many as have been baptized into Christ have put on 
Christ.’ ‘There is neither Greek nor Jew, circumcision nor un- 
circumcision, barbarian, Scythian, bond nor free, but Christ is all 
in all’... 1565: Having put on the Son of God, he is deemed 
worthy of the highest grade, and is baptized into the name of the 
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, according to the testimony of 
John: ‘He gave them power to become the sons of God.’ .. 1571: 
After we have put on the Son of God, who gives power to become 
the Sons of God, we are baptized in the name of the Father, and 
accounted the Sons of God, as says the prophet, ‘I will be to you 
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a Father, and ye shall be to me sons and daughters, saith the 
Lord Almighty.’ ” 

We have here Basil’s interpretation of baptism as a thorough 
change in thonght, word, and deed, together with, of necessity, 
an assimilation to the baptizing power, just as “that which is born 
of the flesh is such as is the flesh of which it is born.” How is 
such a baptism to be converted into ‘‘a dipping into water”? 

Jerome VII, 456: “‘*In whom, also, having believed ye were 
sealed with the Holy Spirit of promise.’ The seal is of God, that 
as the first man was made after the image and likeness of God, so, 
in regeneration, whosoever shall have received the Holy Spirit, 
he will be sealed by Him and receive the image of his Maker. 
But what is the meaning of the Holy Spirit of promise? I think, 
that as the Holy Spirit makes holy him in whom he is poured 
(eum cui fuerit infusus), and the spirit of wisdom makes wise, 
and the spirit of intelligence makes intelligent, and the spirit of 
counsel makes cautious and prudent, and the spirit of courage 
makes courageous, and the spirit of knowledge gives knowledge, 
the spirit of piety makes pious, the spirit of fear makes fearful 
and trembling through fear of God; so, also, the Spirit of promise 
or the Spirit of God makes him in whom he dwells Sponsor and 
God. As, on the other hand, an unclean spirit makes unclean, 
and a filthy habitant makes for himself a filthy house; also, a 
spirit of fornication makes fornicators, and a vile spirit makes 
men vile and perverse, and a demon makes demoniacs, and as a 
liquor poured in a new earthen jar (novee testze infusus est) shall 
have been, the earthen jar long retains suchlike smell and taste.” 

1. The ‘‘seal” and the ‘“‘ regeneration” spoken of by Jerome 
represent baptism; 2. The Holy Spirit in sealing, regenerating, 
baptizing, makes like himself; 3. Like begets like, is variously 
illustrated, as baptisms are of endless variety; 4. The baptism of 
the soul by the Holy Spirit is represented by his being “poured” 
into it, as the wine is represented as “‘ poured” into the earthen 
jar, baptizing it by communicating to it its own characteristics 
of odor and taste. Jerome agrees with Basil, and Tertullian, and 
Didymus, that baptism is enstamped with the characteristic of 
the baptizing power. None of them know anything of a water- 
dipping as entering into Christian baptism. Bdzreopa is the re- 
sultant product assimilated to the baptizing power. 
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Baptism a New Life. 


Gregory NazianzEN II, 360: “The Word of God recognizes 
a threefold birth; the one of the body, the other of baptism, the 
other of the resurrection. Of these, the first is dark, servile, and 
impassionate; the second is bright, free, controlling the passions, 
exscinding every veil proceeding from birth, and conducting to 
the heavenly life; the third is more fearful and brief, collecting 
together in a moment every creature in the presence of the Creator 
to give account of their stewardship and manner of life... . Of 
the first and the last of these births we will not now speak, but 
will treat of the second. 

‘Baptism (ge@risyva) is the illumination of the soul, a change of 
life,‘ the answer of the conscience toward God;’ Baptism (¢gdriopa) 
is the strengthening of our weakness; Baptism (go@rcopa) is the 
putting away of the flesh, the following of the Spirit, the partaking 
of the word, the rectification of our image, the purging of sin, 
the participation of light, the dissipation of darkness; Baptism 
(gdérova) is the chariot of God, the walking with Christ, the sup- 
port of faith, the perfection of understanding, the key of the king- 
dom of heaven, the exchange of life, the abrogation of slavery, 
the loosening of bonds, the remodelling of our composition; Bap- 
tism (gdétopva), what more is it necessary to enumerate? It is 
the noblest and the most magnificent of the gifts of God. For as 
some things are called the Holy of Holies, and the Song of Songs 
(because they are of wider compass and of greater dignity), so, 
also, is this Baptism (g@resva) more holy than all the other Bap- 
tisms (gwttopév) which we possess.” 

This new life of the soul after the Divine likeness, the work of 
the Holy Ghost, is the Christian fdzreoza according to the learned 
metropolitan archbishop of Constantinople. According to the 
theory it is a dip into water! Gregory N. interchanges fdéztiona 
and gd@ttova; the former including the entirety of the changed 
spiritual condition, the latter pointing out one particular feature 
of it. How ‘ Illumination” is to become the synonym for dipping 
I do not know. @dccpa is, like fdaxtispa, an ‘effect, product, 
result, state,” and is a water-dipping as much (no more, no less) 
as is Pdrtiopa. 

HizronyMus Gracus XL, 860: ‘I wish to learn how thou dost 
know that thou hast certainly been baptized. I know it (é ty 
évepyeias) by its operation, as Isaiah says, ‘Through thy fear, O 
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Lord, we have conceived and travailed and brought forth the 
Spirit of salvation.’ It is evident that the Illuminated (of guro- 
Oéytes Ota tod Barttovatos) through baptism, have received the Holy 
Spirit. For God again says through the prophet, concerning the 
baptized, ‘I will dwell in them and walk in them;’ and also, ‘I 
will pour out (é&ye) from my Spirit upon all flesh.’ Therefore, 
as many as have received the Holy Spirit within them by the holy 
baptism (2 7@ dyfw Baxtispazc) do most assuredly know that they 
have been baptized by the boundings and prickings, and trans- 
ports, and workings, and, soe to speak, leapings of the grace of 
the Spirit, for no unbaptized man (4fdztor0s) upon earth is pos- 
sessed of such grace and power; it belongs only to those who 
have conceived (0/ 8dato¢ zat Ilvebparos) through water and the 
Spirit,and preserve this grace pure and unpolluted. For as 4 yuvy 
Zyovea ey yactpt atcOdvetat TOY oxtpThpdtwy Tod Bpggous Evdov a0T7S, SO 
also they by the grace, and joy, and delight, begotten within 
them, do know that the Spirit of God, which they received (& 7@ 
Baxticpatt) by the baptism, does dwell in them. For concerning 
this grace (tod dyiov Baxtispato-) of the holy baptism, Christ said: 
‘The kingdom of heaven is within you.’ And does every man, 
unlearned and learned, know that he has been baptized through 
this proof alone, and not through any other? Yes; this is the 
true and unerring proof of a Christian. As I have said: ‘H é& 
yaotpt eyovca ob a0 Pypdtwv, GV axd npaypdtwy zat toy tod Bpgpous 
oxtptnpatoy ywoaxet axptB@s> Ste svvédajev, 80 also the true Christian 
not by hearing from his parents, of those who baptized him, nor 
by any other means, but by his own heart, he ought to have the 
assurance that he had received the holy baptism, and that he was 
deemed worthy of the Holy Spirit... . This hidden grace and 
operation of the Holy Spirit in the heart no one upon earth ever 
receives except those who have been truly baptized into the 
Father, and Son, and Holy Ghost; concerning this our riches the 
Lord says: ‘The kingdom of heaven is like to treasure hid in a 
field,’ that is, the Holy Spirit which is hidden in us in the day 
of the divine baptism. . .. These things are adduced that the 
Christian may know that he has received the holy baptism, and 
that he is a true Christian. ... The mark of a Christian is no 
external thing.” 

This Greek declares that the Christian Sdztisya is, 1. A result 
effected; 2. That this result is within the soul; 3. That it is an 
abiding result; 4. That it is spiritual in its nature; 5. That it is 
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assimilant to the power producing it; 6. That it is a matter of 
self-consciousness. 


All which is absurd as applied to a water-dipping. 


. g . 
Diverse Names of Baptism. 


Curysostom II (pars prior), 225: ‘It is necessary to say some- 
thing as to what (7d fdztiopa) the Baptism is. But, if you please, 
we will first speak of the designation of this mystical (xa0appod) 
cleansing. For its name is not one, but many and diverse. For 
this purification is called (1) The washing of regeneration: ‘ For 
He saved us by the washing of regeneration and the renewing of 
_the Holy Ghost.’ It is also called (2) Illumination; Paul says, 
‘Remember the former days in which ye were illumined.’ It is 
also called (3) Baptism; ‘ For as many as have been baptized into 
Christ have put on Christ.’ It is called (4) Burial; ‘ For we are 
buried together with him by baptism into his death.’ It is called 
(5) Circumcision; ‘In whom we are circumcised by the circum- 
cision made without hands, by the putting off of the body of the 
sins of the flesh.’ It is called (6) Cross; ‘ For our old man was 
crucified that the body of sin might be destroyed.’” 

These diverse names employed by Chrysostom to designate 7é 
Bdzttopa, Christian baptism, are all spiritual or express a spiritual 
result: 1. ‘The washing of regeneration” is a washing by the 
power of the Holy Ghost which issued in t3 Sdxttova — a regen- 
erate and renewed condition of the soul; 2. ** Illumination” is 
the condition of the soul spiritually enlightened; 3. ‘* Baptism” 
is the condition of the soul assimilated to Christ; 4. ** Burial” is 
the spiritual unity with Christ in his death carried on to coburial 
in his sepulchre; 5. ‘* Circumcision” is the application of the 
name of the type to its spiritual antitype, the excision of sin from 
the soul; 6. “Cross” is the application of the name of the instru- 
ment by which Christ was baptized into death, and the effect of 
that death in destroying the life of sin in the souls of his people. 

These diverse titles are intelligible as expository of an ‘ effect, 
product, result, state” accomplished in the soul; as expository of 
dipping and nothing but dipping” they are worse than Babel 
echoings. 

One of these titles Chrysostom, himself, explains; he says, 
‘‘ Many other names might be mentioned, but lest we consume all 
the time on the titles of this grace, let us return to the first title 
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and explain that. . . .. That washing which is through the baths 
(<6 Aoutpdy 1d dtd tTOy Badavetwy) cleansing the filth of the body is 
common toall men. There is a Jewish washing (Aoutpdy ’lovdatzcv) 
which is much better than this, but much inferior to that of 
grace. ... Jewish washing cleansed impurity which was cere- 
monial, not real, but the washing of grace (70 Avutpeyv ty¢ Xdpetos) 
not only cleanses ceremonial but real impurity, which infects both 
body and soul. It cleanses not only from touching dead bodies, 
but from dead works. If any one should be an adulterer or an 
idolater, or should commit any other wrong, or should be full of 
all wickedness among men, having entered (els tj xodvpSyOpay) 
into the pool of the waters, he would arise from the divine waters 
purer than the rays of the sun... . What can be more wonder- 
ful than this, when righteousness may be obtained without labor, 
or toil, or good works? ... If a brief letter of a king can set 
free those who are guilty of ten thousand crimes and exalt others 
to the highest honor, much more may the Holy Spirit of God, 
possessed of all power, free from all wickedness, bestow abundant 
righteousness, and fill with all boldness. And as a spark falling 
into the midst of the sea, is immediately quenched, and becomes 
invisible (zataxovtecGets) swallowed up by the multitude of the 
waters, so also all human wickedness when it falls into the pool 
of the divine waters, is, more quickly and more easily, than that 
spark (xatazoyrferar) swallowed up and becomes invisible. And 
why, if the washing (td Avutpdv) takes away all sins from us, is it 
not called the washing of the remission of sins, or the washing 
of purification, but the washing of regeneration? Because it not 
only remits to us sins, and not only cleanses us from faults, but 
it does so as if we were born again.” 


Aoutpoy. 


The important position occupied by Aouzpdy in this passage and 
so frequently recurring in like important relations all through the 
Patristic writings, makes a clear and correct meaning of this 
word specially important. 

Words of this termination do not receive as simple and single 
a meaning from Grammarians as words of some other termi- 
nations. Crosby includes under this termination: 1. Place; 2. 
Instrument; 3. Other means; Butiman makes it significant of 
“the names of instruments and other objects belonging to an 
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action ;” Kihner, ‘*Substantives which denote an instrument or a 
means of accomplishing some object.” 

Liddell and Scott define—1. A bath, bathing-place; 2. Water 
for bathing or washing; 38. The equivalent of drink-offerings, 
libations; 4. Bathing; Robinson; “In N. T. a washing, ablution; 
spoken of religious ablutions or baptisms ;” Sept. for "31? ; which 
Gesenius defines ‘‘a washing. Cant. 4:2; 6:6.” Cremer says, 
‘* Answering to the Biblical use of Aodew it denotes baptism. Eph. 
5:26; Tit.3:5; where we must bear in mind the close connec-. 
tion between regeneration and purification. In Classical Greek 
Aovzpé in like manner denote propitiatory offerings and offerings 
for purification. Soph. El., 84, 434.” . 

Bp. Ellicott (Eph. 5:26) thinks ‘the meaning of doutpdv as a 
laver is indisputable. The peculiar force of the termination (in- 
strumental object) may be distinctly traced, in all cases yet 
adduced.” i 

. The evidence in support of this position is not satisfactory. 
A laver is not the instrumental object for washing. A plough 
(Gpotpov) is the instrumental object by which ploughing is. 
effected; a currycomb (Everpov) is the instrumental object by 
which currying is effected; teaching-money (diaztpov) is the 
instrumental object by which payment for teaching is effected; 
and ransom-money (Avtpov) is the instrumental object by which 
ransoming is effected; but a laver (Aouzpdy) is not the instrumental 
object by which a washing is effected. A ‘‘laver” stands in an 
essentially different relation to washing from that in which a, 
plough stands to ploughing, or a currycomb to currying, or teach- 
ing-money to teaching, or ransom-money to ransoming; a ‘‘ laver’’, 
does no washing. The Septuagint gives AoutZo as the term for 
‘“‘laver,” but the New Testament does not use the word; no doubt 
because no such instrument was known in New Testament bap- 
tism. We have, also (outside of the Scriptures), Aournowy for the 
vessel containing the water, and not Aoutpdy. 

The instrumental object (including the means) in washing is the 
water; as the plough ploughs, and as the ransom-money ransoms, 
so the water washes. The water which makes up the bath is 
designated by Homer as epya oetpd; and Josephus, de Bel. VII, 
6,3, calls the water froin the hot and cold springs near Macheerus, 
a very pleasant ovtpov. It would be remarkable if in usage a 
word used to designate the water used for washing, did not pass 
on to designate the washing itself. What else can such classic 
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phrases as dvdeat tia Aovtpdy and Patristic phrases as Aodcacbae 
robto td houtpdy (Justin M., 516) mean, but to wash a washing ? 
And when this word passes out of mere physics into a religious 
sphere, it would be natural for it to assume the broader idea of 
purification where there was no physical washing; which Liddell, 
Scott, and Cremer appear to recognize as a fact in heathen rites. 
Cremer says: ‘‘hodsw is the term used by the Septuagint to 
denote the theocratic washings on account of sin. And while 
fanrifew was used for the N. T. washing in order to purification 
Aodewy, Aovtpéy, serve in some passages to give prominence to the 
full import of Bant&ew which had become a term. tech., or to de- 
note purification generally. Heb. 10:22; Rev. 1:5; Eph. 5:26; 
Tit. 3:5. See, also, Hcclesiasticus 31:25: ‘What profits (r 
dovrpé) his washing to one baptized from the dead, when he 
touches it again?’ In classical Greek Aourpd denote offerings for 
purification.” 

The intimate relation declared by Cremer to exist between 
farrilw and Avia, and fdrtopa and dovtpoy, in relation to purifica- 
tion is abundantly justified by the passage before us, as, also, 
everywhere throughout the Patristic literature. 


Usage of dovtpdy in this passage. 


Chrysostom is speaking in exposition of (ré faxteopa) the bap- 
tism. This he announces as a mystical purification (tod puetexod 
xadappod). He adds: “This (cd xaédpoov) purification is called 
(Aoutpdy zahyyevecias) the washing of regeneration.” This title of 
Christian Baptism, “the mystical purification,” can hardly be a 
physical laver, or physical water constituting the material for a 
bath, nor yet washing, as a process; the only appropriate inter- 
pretation seems to be the purification resultant from washing. 
And this purification is shown to be spiritual in its nature by 
reason of the qualifying zadtyyeveotac—it is a regenerative purifica- 
tion; also, because what is here called by Chrysostom Aoutpdr 
nahizyevestas is called by Origen (II, 850) fdéxtispa nahtyyevecias, 
which, also, he calls ‘*the second circumcision, purging the soul,” 
showing its spiritual nature. This is farther confirmed by Justin 
Martyr (500, 504): ‘Isaiah did not send you to the bath (/adavetov) 
there to wash away (dzodovoapévous) murder and other sins, which 
all the water of the sea is not able (xadapicar) to cleanse; but, as 
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is reasonable, this was of old time (70 swryp.oy Aovtpdv) that saving 
washing which he announced to the repenting, no longer seeking 
purification (za0apSopévous) by the blood of goats and sheep, but 
by faith through the blood of Christ and his death. ... There- 
fore (d:4 tod Aoutpod tis wstavotacy through the washing of repent- 
ance and of the knowledge of God, we have believed and declare 
that that (Sdztona) which Isaiah foretold is the only baptism 
which is able (za@apicac) to cleanse the repenting; this is that 
water of life. But ye have formed cisterns for yourselves which 
are broken and worthless. For what profit is there of that bap- 
tism which (gacdpévet) makes bright the flesh and the body only? 
Baptize (faxticdyze) the soul from anger and covetousness, from 
envy and hate, and behold the body is clean!” Is not this testi- 
mony clear, full, and varied, showing that Aourpdy is neither 
‘*Javer,” nor * water for a bath,” but is a spiritual washing of the 
soul effected according to Chrysostom by the “* washing (Aoutpdv) 
of regeneration,” and according to Justin Martyr by ‘+ the wash- 
ing (Aoutpdév) of repentance?” Justin further says: ‘“ This wash- 
ing (Aourpdy) is called Illumination (gwtisyds), since those learning 
these things are illumined as to their understanding.... And 
the demons having heard of this (Aovtpdv) washing through the 
announcement of the prophet, required their worshippers (éaytt- 
Cev) to sprinkle themselves.” That this Aovrpcv fulfilled its office 
of washing, purifying, by sprinkling and pouring, not only in 
the hands of heathen men but also of Christians, is not only in- 
ferable from the language of Justin, but is of direct testimony 
by Basil, Letter 386, ‘‘ He (Ariantheus, baptized by his wife on 
his dying bed) washed away all the stains of his soul at the close 
of his life (Aoutp@ xadtyyevestas) by the washing of regeneration” 
(Beecher, p. 209). This Acuvtpdy washing, purifying, was not by 
covering in water for a bath, but by sprinkling or pouring. 
Farther proof of this is found in the additional statement by 
President Beecher: ** Porphyry asserts, in libel. de antro Nym- 
pharum, that it was customary for married women to purify 
maidens by sprinkling or affusion, before marriages, with water 
taken from fountains and living springs. Photius tells us that 
the water used for this purpose at Athens, was brought in a 
pitcher from certain fountains which he specifies, by the oldest 
male boy of the family. The water thus used is called Aoutpdy, or 
hovozpa. vopgud, and Zonaras defines doutpa thus, ra elo Adow dddvee 
135 axa0apsias. Those things which produce the removal of im: 
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purity — means of purification. The boy who brought the water 
was called Aoutpogdpos.” 

The proof is absolute: 1. That Aourpdy does not mean a laver; 
2. It has no special limitation to water for a bath; 3. It is applied 
to water in a pitcher; 4. It expresses the means for purification, 
and also the purification effected; 5. The manner of using this 
means to effect purification is a matter of the most absolute in- 
difference; in religious rites, whether heathen or Christian, 
sprinkling and pouring were common, lawful, and unquestionable 
forms, in the most perfect harmony with the meaning and deri- 
vation of the word; other modes were exceptional. 

The interchange and the equivalence of Aovrpdy and Pdrreopa 
appear everywhere in Patristic writings. Both terms are employed 
to denote the means (and the same means) of purification. Both 
terms are employed to denote the purification effected. Both 
terms are employed to cover the entire, complex, rite. Both 
terms are employed to denote the purifying element in a pitcher. 
Both terms are applied to various purifying elements—water,. 
blood, tears, fire, etc. Both terms are employed in the same 
combinations, Avutpéy petavotas, Bdatiopa petavotas ; Aoutpdy madeyyeve- 
tas, Pdnttopa nakeyyevectas, outpdv Baravetwy Bantopa hazzwy (Just. 
M., 516). Both terms find their execution in sprinkling and 
pouring. Both terms, throughout the Patristic writings in re- 
ligious rites, relate to spiritual and not physical purification: 
Neither term, as used, has any reference to a water covering. 


Purification. 


Chrysostom in the passage before us is treating of nothing but 
purification and its varieties. He first speaks of ‘the washing 
which is (dca) through the baths.” It is impossible that this can 
mean, the “ aver” which is ‘* through the baths.” It is impossible 
that it can rationally mean, “the water for a bath” which is 
“through the baths.” It is absurdly impossible that it can mean, 
‘the place which is through the baths.” It must mean the wash- 
ing = the purification which is effected ‘ through the baths ;” the 
preposition requires this. This conclusion, forced upon us by 
the terms, Chrysostom expressly declares to be his meaning by 
saying, it is ‘‘ the cleansing of the filth of the body ” to which he 
refers. This bath purification, he says, all men possess. He 
then speaks of a purification which all men do not possess. It is 
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a Jewish purification (Aoutpdéy ’lovdaizov), This Jewish dovrpdy dif- 
fers from the bath Aouzpdy, in that it cleanses from legal impurity, 
which the other does not. That is to say, this Jewish dourpdy is 
another thing entirely from that of the bath, in that the former is 
possessed of a lutric (purifying): power, of which the other has 
nothing. This ceremonially purifying power finds its ordinary 
development through the sprinkling and the pouring of the 
Aoutpéy (as was daily done in the Grecian baths), but the purify- 
ing effect was wholly diverse; because there was a divinely ap- 
pointed power in the Aoutpéy ’/ovdaixov which was not in the dvutpdv 
da tov Bakavetwr. Chrysostom introduces us to a third purifica- 
tion—r0 doutpdy t7¢ yapitos the washing of grace. This Aoutpdy is 
as essentially diverse from that belonging to “Judaism” as is 
that of Judaism diverse from that of ‘the baths.” Each dourpdy 
receives its distinctive character from the peculiar purification 
which it has power to effect. And the nature of this power is 
set forth by the adjunct to the general term ; thus doutpdv fahavetwy 
is a simple physical bath purification, the modus of which is no 
element of consideration; the Aoutpdy voygizdy is a bridal purifica- 
tion essentially different in character from the bath purification as 
to its subject, as to its administrators, as to the bearer of the 
dovtpov, and as to the nature of the purification effected, which 
was not physical but ritual; the Aoutpoy Adxzwy (the washing of 
cisterns) of Just. M., refers to ceremonial purification and is the 
same as the dourpdy ’/ovdaizoy which was a legal purification cleans- 
ing from the ceremonial impurity caused by touching a dead 
body, etc.; the Avutpdv yapitos was a spiritual purification cleans- 
ing from the impurity, not of a dead body, but, of dead works. 
It is needless to say, how diverse is this purification from that 
of ‘*the bath common to all men,” and from that of ceremonialism 
restricted to “the Jew.” 

Patristic writers, generally, make the water used in baptism an 
efficient element in this Spiritual Aovrpdy, not however as simple 
water but as possessed of a special power divinely communicated; 
but this is without any Scriptural basis. The word of God knows 
nothing but a Aovtpdy of repentance, of faith, of regeneration, 
wrought by the Holy Ghost, and receiving all their dutric power 
from the atoning blood of “the Lamb of God who taketh away 
the sin of the world.” 

This usage of Aouzpéy by Chrysostom and others as the equiva- 
lent of @éxttopa is so abounding and so clear (therefore giving 
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light to and receiving light from that word) that it could not be 
passed by without some special notice. 


Dr. Carson. 


Dr. Carson (p. 486) closes a “ Dissertation on dodw” in the fol- 
lowing words: ‘That the word does not necessarily express 
mode, I readily admit.” And fazxrSw expresses mode just as 
little as 2odw. ‘Immersion is almost always the way of bathing.” 
The common way of bathing among the Greeks was not by im- 
mersion, but by pouring water over the body. ‘‘ All that I con- 
tend for from this word is, that the object to which it is applied 
is covered with the water, and that, without a regimen, it refers 
to the whole body.” The bodies of Paul and Silas were washed 
(ovcev) but were not ‘covered with the water.” The body of 
Dorcas was washed (Aodcavtes) but not ‘‘ covered with water.” The 
bodies and the souls of the redeemed are washed (Jobcavte) but not 
“covered”? with the blood of the Lamb. ‘The application of 
this word to baptism shows that the rite was a bathing of the 
whole body; and as immersion is the usual way of bathing, bap- 
tism must have been an immersion, because, when it is called a 
bathing, the reference would be to the common way of bathing: 
not to a merely possible way.” The common way of Greek bath- 
ing was not by immersion but by pouring, therefore the use of 
Aoutpéy in baptism does not imply that ‘‘ baptism was an immer- 
sion.” The application of dAobw and dovzpdy to baptism shows 
nothing as to the manner of using the water in the rite, 1. Because 
it is admitted that the word ‘does not express mode ;” 2. Because 
Aodw and dovtpdv, as applied to baptism, have no reference to 
physics; but like faxti{w and Bdxtiopa relate to a spiritual wash- 
ing or purification—Eph. 5:26 (<@ dAoutp@) cleansing ‘*‘ by the 
word” spiritually, as perfectly as water cleanses physically ; Titus 
3:5 “dtd houtpod nakyyeveotag He saved us through regenerative 
cleansing ;” Rev. 1:5 ‘ Aodeavtre Who washed us by his blood.” 
Neither the “word of God,” nor “regeneration by the Holy 
Spirit,” nor “the blood of Christ,” effects a physical washing. 
There is no more modal use in the symbol cleansing of water than 
there is in the cleansing by ‘‘ the word,” by regeneration, or by 
the blood of Christ. Heb. 10: 22 “‘Aedoupévor, Our hearts (e¢pav- - 
ttopevot) Sprinkled (v.19 by the blood of Jesus) and our bodies 
washed with pure water, let us draw near.” There is no reason 
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why this washing of the body as originally applied to the ‘‘ He- 
brews” should not be a physical cleansing. Such was the uni- 
versal requirement made of the Hebrews; but we must not con- 
found differences because of some common relation. This physical 
washing of the Hebrew is made the basis for inculcating a spirit- 
ual washing of the Christian. A physical washing was required 
of the Jew when he would present himself before God ; and to this 
Paul refers. A ceremonial washing, which was not a physical 
cleansing, was required of the Jew to remove an ideal, ceremonial, 
impurity, which might be effected by sprinkling. To this cere- 
monial use of water enjoined upon the Jew the Saviour refers 
(John 3:5) in his conversation with Nicodemus, addressing him 
-asaJew and teaching him that not only this cleansing was needed 
by him as a Jew, but a higher cleansing, even that of the Spirit, 
was needed by him as a Christian. Paul teaches us in Eph. 5: 
26, that the cleansing of the soul by the word is as perfect as the 
cleansing of the body by water; and because the cleansing by 
“the word,” by ‘‘regeneration,” by “the blood of Jesus,” is per- 
fect, therefore, such cleansing is symbolized by the pure water 
used in ritual baptism. It is not true, bowever, that the water in 
John 3:5, Eph. 5:26, Rom. 10: 22, has any direct reference to 
the water used in baptism. 

Dr. Carson concludes thus: “I claim, then, the evidence of 
all those passages in the New Testament which by this word refer 
to the ordinance of baptism. I make a similar demand with re- 
gard to the use of the word by the Fathers. Justin Martyr not only 
always uses the word conformably to this distinction, but speak- 
ing of the pagan purifications invented by the dzemons in imitation 
of baptism, ‘he showed that they used the washing of the whole 
body as the most complete purification. Baptism then is immer- 
sion and nothing but immersion is baptism.” 

This claim is foundationless alike as to the New Testament and 
the Fathers. The representation made as to the usage of Justin 
M. is specially inaccurate. This martyr to the truth speaks in 
the following distinct terms—‘t 492: And when the demons had 
heard, through the preaching of the prophet, of this (Aoutpév) 
washing, they required their worshippers (¢ayr(few) to sprinkle 
themselves.” Subsequently he speaks of a washing (Aodeodac) ; 
but a washing in religious rites is effected by a sprinkling more 
frequently than in any other way. Paul speaks of the blood of 
Jesus being applied by ‘‘sprinkling” to the heart. Such sprink- 
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ling effects a washing = a thorough cleansing of the body and the 
soul from sin. It is this “‘ sprinkling” which effects the washing 
(Aobcavtt) in Rev. 1:5. Whatever has a power to wash, cleanse, 
is a dovtpdy; doutpd are various in nature, and in the washings, 
cleansings, which they effect; and, also, in the manner of their 
operation. The Aovtpdv vopgexcy effected its bridal washing by the 
sprinkling of special waters. The washing (Aouzpod) and the bap- 
tism (fdzticaytos) of the victim on the altar of Carmel (Origen 
IV, 241) effected their ceremonial cleansing by the pouring of 
water upon it; just as the ordinary bath washing (Aoutpév) of the 
Greeks was effected. The washing (Acvtpév) of the blood of Jesus 
effects its cleansing of the soul from sin by an ideal sprinkling of 
the heart. 

It is evident that every Avurpcv has a washing power; and the 
washing effected is (in kind) like to the washing power. Now, 
what is this but the fdzteona of Basil, to wit, a thoroughly changed 
condition, like, in nature, to the baptizing power which has effected 
the condition ? 

‘The usage of todw and Aovtpcv by Patristic writers is in entire 
conformity with this reasoning and its conclusion; they use these 
terms not only as capable of interchange with fazrif{w and faztispa, 
but as substantial equivalents, having no reference to modal action 
and in religious applications without reference to a physical cover- 
ing element. 

Therefore, all argument from the use of these words, in relation 
to baptism to prove a water covering, fails. The general usage 
and sentiment is well set forth by Clemens Alex. (prior) 620: 
“Tt is especially necessary to wash (Aovevv) the soul (zaGapiw Adyw) 
by the purifying Word. .. . ‘Cleanse (zaédproov) first that which 
is within the cup, that that which is without may also be made 
clean.’ Therefore the best washing (Aouzecy) cleanses the defile- 
ment of the soul, and is (zvevpatixdv) spiritual; concerning which 
washing the prophet clearly says: ‘ The Lord will cleanse (‘exzduvet) 
the defilement of the sons and daughters of Israel.’ And the 
Word has added the manner of the (xa0dpcews) cleansing, saying: 
‘ By the spirit of judgment and by the spirit of burning.’ “But the 
washing of the body, the fleshly washing, is accomplished (da) 
by water only, as happens often in the country, where there is no 
(fahavetov) bath.” Clement here in (Avutpdy dea §datoc), like Chrys- 
ostom in (Avutpdy dra tOv Bakavetwy) distinguishes between dourpdy 
the washing and Badaveiov the bath; the instrumental means (ota) 
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by which ‘the washing” is effected. Clement, also, distinguishes 
between the Aovrpdy dca podvov Bdatos, which is sapxzdv, and the 
hovzpev of Christianity zalapoiw Acyw, which is mevpatizov. This 
dovrpov of Christianity was effected, Hilary says, ‘‘ almost daily ” 
(among the sick) by sprinkling, tlfe only way in which the Scerip- 
tures ever say the blood of “the purifying Logos” is applied to 
the soul. And as this Aoutpcv was identical with the Baztiopa, the 
sprinkling which effected the one effected the other also. 


Diverse Baptisms. 


Chrysostom says: ‘“‘The name of baptism is not one, but the 
names are many and diverse.” Ambrose says: ‘¢ Baptism itself 
(non unum est) is not one, but there are (multa genera) many 
diverse baptisms.” This is the universal Patristic sentiment, and 
it is destructive to the nothing but water-dipping theory of 
Christian baptism. 

GrEeGoRY NaziaAnzen II, 353: ‘‘ Let us discourse somewhat 
concerning the diversities of baptisms (zept dcdgopas Bantispatwy).” 

1. Moses baptized, yet with water only (dA? &v Sdate). . . . 2. 
And John baptized, yet not Judaically, for he baptized not only 
with water (0d é dare pévov), but also (e’s petdvoeay) into repent- 
ance; still, he did not baptize altogether spiritually (zvevopatudc), 
for he does not add this (¢ lvejpare) by the Spirit. 3. And Jesus 
baptizes, but (¢v Iebyarte) by the Spirit. This is perfection. And, 
that I may embolden some little, How is he not God by whom 
even thou mayest become God (26 év zat ob yin Beds)? 4. And I 
know a fourth baptism, that (d:¢) by means of martyrdom and 
blood (with which, also, Christ himself was baptized), and, indeed, 
much more admirable than the others, because it is not polluted 
by after defilements. 5. And I know yet a fifth baptism, that by 
means of tears (td t@y daxpiwy); but more painful since, washing 
(Acdwv) nightly his bed with tears, the wounds of his transgression 
are a stench unto him. ... 6. And there is a final baptism, here- 
after, when they will be baptized (7@ zvpt) by means of fire, both 
more painful and more protracted. 

This last baptism by fire is made the last in a list of eight 
diverse baptisms by Athanasius. He says, 1V, 759: ‘The eighth 
baptism is the final baptism, which is not saving, but burning and 
punishing sinners forever and every? 

These diverse baptisms are constantly met with through all the 
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Patristic writings. It is of essential importance to understand 
what the diversities in these baptisms are, and to what they are 
due. 

A glance at the list of baptisms presented by Gregory N. will 
show a diversity in the agencies by which the baptisms are sever- 
ally effected. 1. Moses’ baptism has as its agency simple water 
having a legal power to cleanse ceremonially, but without any 
spiritual power. The baptisma effected by this agency was a 
condition thoroughly changed from ceremonial impurity to cere- 
monial purity. The more common mode enjoined in the using 
of this water to effect this baptisma was sprinkling; dipping is 
neverenjoined. 2. John’s baptism has as its agency water neither 
simple nor wholly spiritual. The baptisma which it effects is an 
imperfect spiritual condition (penitential in nature) preparative 
for a perfect spiritual baptisma characterized by regeneration and 
remission of sins. 3. Jesus’ baptism has as its baptizing agency 
the Divine Spirit (2 Ivebpatc). The presence of water as an ele- 
ment in this agency is not here mentioned; but such is the Pa- 
tristic faith, and constitutes emphatically their error in relation 
to Christian baptism. The Scriptures never associate water with 
the agency by which (in contradistinction from his ministers) Jesus 
baptizes. He never baptized with water. He does ever and only 
baptize (2 Ivedpatc) by the Holy Spirit. His ministers personally 
and directly do ever and only baptize with water, symbolizing the 
pure nature and spiritually purifying effect of the baptism of their 
Lord. The baptisma effected by this Divine agency is a thor- 
oughly changed spiritual condition, which (accerding to the some- 
what startling language of Gregory N.) bears the divine likeness 
of the Divine Agent. 4. Blood baptism does not (in the view of 
the Patrists) present in its active agency any diversity as com- 
pared with the ordinary Christian baptism by water; there is 
merely the substitution of blood for water, while the same divine 
power of the Holy Spirit operates alike through the one and the 
other, effecting the same perfect baptisma exhibited in regenera- 
tion and the remission of sins. 5. Tears’ baptism occupies, as to 
its agency, precisely the same relation to Christian baptism as 
does “ Blood baptism ;” penitential tears are the vehicle through 
which the Divine Spirit operates in effecting that baptisma which 
purifies the soul from all sin, and especially of sins committed 
after baptism. 6. Fire baptism has as its agency “ta burning and 
punishing power.” The baptisma effected by this agency (some- 
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times diversely explained) is a thoroughly changed condition, 
marked by the abiding woe proceeding from the execution of the 
penalty of a broken law and of rejected mercy. 

Now it will be observed that in all these diverse baptisms the 
baptisma receives its character from and partakes of the nature 
(real or supposed) of the baptizing agency. And what is this but 
a necessity proceeding from the nature of things, as well as the 
verification of the definition given by Basil of a Bdanzticya? And 
what are all these facts but a ploughshare turning up the founda- 
tions of that remarkable theory which would convert the Christian 
baptisma into a water-dipping? There is nosuch thing. I know 
of no reason in the nature of things, or in the laws of language, 
why fapyo might not be used to express a condition of wetness, 
the effect of dipping into water; but, in fact, it is never so used, 
but is limited to express a liquid having some definite quality 
with power to impart that quality ; or the condition effected by 
this quality, as a condition of color, the effect of some agency 
having the power to color. So I know of no reason in the nature 
of things, or in the laws of language, why fdzrova might not be 
used to express the condition of inness (unlimited by time) within 
a fluid element, the effect of the action in Bdzr:fw; but, in fact, it 
is never so used, but is limited to express a liquid possessed of a 
definite quality with power to impart that quality, or a condition 
the effect of such agency capable of thoroughly changing the con- 
dition by subjecting the object to its own quality. As a Bdpya 
may be secured by putting an object within a coloring element, 
or by putting the coloring element upon the object; so a fdxtopa 
may be secured by putting an object within (really or ideally) an 
element which thus imparts its quality, or by putting the element 
upon or within the object, when the element does, in such way, 
impart its quality. And as it is an absolute indifference to the 
fdppe whether there be a putting into or a putting upon, so to the 
férztiopa it is a matter of infinite unconcern whether the object be 
put within the agency, or the agency be put within or upon the 
object. That the Christian baptisma consists in a water-dipping, 
no Patristic writer ever thought of believing. That the Christian 
baptisma is effected in the most perfect manner and measure by 
sprinkling, no Patristic writer ever thought of questioning. In 
yindication of these positions, let us briefly glance at statements 
made of the diverse baptisms above referred to by Gregory N. 
and others. 
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Blood Baptisms. 


TerTuLLIAN I, 1217: ‘‘ We have a second washing (Javacrum 
[Aoutpdy]) one and the same, to wit, of blood. These two baptisms 
(hos dugs baptismos) he shed forth from the wound of his pierced 
side. It is this baptism which takes the place of the washing of 
water when it has not been received and restores it when it has 
been lost.” 

II, 185: ‘*God foresaw human infirmity and the imperilling of 
faith (post lavacrum =baptism) after the washing and established 
a final protection in martyrdom and (lavacrum sanguinis) the 
washing of blood. . . . To martyrs no sin can be imputed since 
life itself is laid. down (in lavacro) in the washing (baptism).” 
147: ‘The martyrs rest under the altar. . . . ‘These are they who 
have washed their robes and made them white by the blood of the 
Lamb.’ The robe of the soul is the body. Defilements (sordes) 
are indeed washed away (abluuntur) hy baptism (baptismate), 
but stains (macule) are whitened (candiduntur) by martyrdom.” 

Tertullian, like others, believed that while water effected a puri- 
fying baptisma or lavacrum (the terms are interchanged as equiva- 
lents), martyr blood effected a purifying baptisma or lavacrum, 
more desirable and more secure, because it had no after-defilement. 

1028: ‘“* Martyrium aliud erit baptismum, Martyrdom will be 
another baptism.” For he says: Luke 12:50, ‘I have, also, an- 
other baptism.’ Whence from the wounded side of the Lord 
water and blood flowed forth, providing each washing—. . . first 
washing (primo lavacro) by water, second (secundo) by blood.” 
Here washing = baptisma = martyrium. 

Cyprian IIT, 1123: ‘*Can the power of baptism (vis baptism?) 
be greater or better than confession, than martyrdom, when one 
confesses Christ before men and is baptized by his own blood 
(sanguine suo baptizetur)? And yet not even this baptism (hoc 
baptisma) profits the heretic. The baptism of a public confes- 
sion and of blood (baptisma publice confessionis et sanguinis) 
cannot profit a heretic unto salvation.” 1124: ** Catechumens 
not baptized in the church, but baptized by that most glorious 
and greatest baptism of blood (baptizentur gloriosissimo et maximo 
sanguinis baptismo) are not deprived of grace. The Lord de- 
clared (Luke 12:50) ‘That he had another baptism to be baptized 
with ;’ and he declares that those baptized with their own blood 
(sanguine suo baptizatos) obtain divine grace, when he says to the 
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thief in his very passion that ‘he should be with him in paradise.’ 
1198: Our God says: Luke 12:50, ‘I have another baptism to 
be baptized with;’ Mark 10:38, ‘Can ye be baptized with the 
baptism that I am baptized with?’ showing that he must be bap- 
tized not only by water but by hig own blood . . . to be baptized 
by either mode (utroqgue modo baptizare) secures alike and equally 
ONE baptism of salvation and honor. When the Lord says, ‘I 
have another baptism to be baptized with,’ he does not mean a 
second baptism as if there were two baptisms, but he shows that 
baptism of the one kind or the other (alterius speciet) is given to 
us for salvation. Martyrs receiving the baptism of BLOOD expe- 
rience no loss through lack of the baptism of waTER; and believers 
receiving the baptism of water experience no loss through lack 
of the baptism of their own blood.” 

Cyprian II, 654: ‘* We who have given only the first baptism 
(of water) to believers, would prepare every one for that other 
(of blood) also, teaching that this Baptism is greater in grace, sub- 
limer in power, richer in honor, a Baptism in which angels bap- 
tize, a Baptism in which God and his Christ exult, a Baptism 
which perfects the increase of our faith, a Baptism which unites 
us, leaving this world, immediately with God. The remission of 
sins is received by the Baptism of water, the crown of virtues is 
received by the Baptism of blood.” 

OricEn II, 980: ‘*Our probation does not extend merely to 
scourging but reaches to the pouring out (profusionem) of blood: 
for Christ whom we follow poured out (effudit) his blood for our 
redemption, that we may go hence washed (lolz) by our own 
blood. It is the baptism of blood only which makes us more 
pure than the baptism of water. The Lord says: ‘I have a bap- 
tism to be baptized with, and how am I straitened until it be 
accomplished.’ You see that he called the pouring out of his 
blood, baptism (profusionem sanguinis sui, BAPTISMA) ... by 
the baptism of water past sins are remitted; by the baptism of 
blood future sins are prevented. ... If God should grant unto 
me that I might be washed (diluerer) by my own blood, that I 
might receive this second baptism, enduring death for Christ, I 
would go safe out of this world.” 
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Christ’s Blood Baptism. 


Avaustine IX, 276: “ Petilianus says: The Saviour, having 
been baptized by John, declared that he must be baptized again ; 
not now by water or Spirit, but by the baptism of blood, by the 
cross of his passion (sanguinis baptismo, cruce passionis). . . - 
Blush, O persecutors! ye make martyrs like to Christ, whom, after 
the water of true baptism, baptizing-blood sprinkles (sanguis bap- 
tista perfundit).” x 

JEROME IV, 35: “Isaiah 1:16, ‘Wash you, make you clean.’ 
Instead of ancient victims, and burnt offerings, and the fat of fed 
beasts, and the blood of bulls and goats; and instead of incense, 
and new moons, and sabbaths, and festivals, and fasts, and kalends, 
and other solemnities, the religion of the Gospel pleases me; that 
ye should be baptized by my blood (baptizemini in sanguine meo) 
by the washing of regeneration (per lavacrum regenerationis) 
which alone can remit sin.” 

The personal baptism by blood of the Lord Jesus Christ does 
in its character stand unapproachably alone. That baptism was 
into penal death by blood substitutionally shed under the de- 
mands of a broken Law. This blood-shedding satisfied the Law, 
made an atonement, and hereby became invested with a power to 
remit sin unto all souls upon which it might, by the Holy Ghost, 
be ‘‘ sprinkled.” This baptism presents an infinite difference as 
it is related to Christ and to his people. He, sinless, sheds his 
blood unto death for sin, that that blood might secure the power 
to save sinners from death in sin, as a consequence of their sin. 
Therefore he declares (Mark 10: 38), that in his personal baptism 
of blood (= fulfilling all righteousness and bearing the penalty of 
the Law) they could have no share. He trod the wine-press 
alone. Of the people there: was none with him. And therefore, 
again, he declares (Mark 10:39), that in his personal blood bap- 
tism (as he is thereby made ‘Jusus, Saviour of his people from 
their sins’) they shall indeed share. This power to remit sin, 
secured to the atoning blood of the Redeemer (erroneously sup- 
posed to be communicated to and to become coefficient with the 
water of baptisin, the blood of martyrs, and the tears of penitents) 
is the key by which Patristic language on the subject of Christian 
baptism must be resolved. Compare the above statement of 
Jerome IV, 35, ‘That ye should be baptized by my blood which 
alone can remit sin,” with Jerome II, 161, ‘* How can the soul 
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which has not the Holy Spirit be purged from old defilements ? 
For water does not wash (lavat) the soul, unless it is itself first 
washed (lavatur) by the Spirit, that it MAY BE ABLE SPIRITUALLY 
to wash (lavare spiritualiter) others. Moses says: ‘The Spirit 
of the Lord was borne above the waters ;’ from which it appears 
that baptism is not without the Holy Spirit. Bethesda, a pool of 
Judza, was not able to heal the enfeebled members of the body 
except through the coming of an Angel; and do you offer to me 
THE SOUL washed with SIMPLE water (AQUA SIMPLICI), as from a 
bath (BALNEO)? ... The baptism of the Church without the 
Holy Spirit is nothing.” 

It is eminently the Patristic sentiment, that water, blood, tears, 
baptize (remit sin) only through a divine power communicated 
from the blood of Christ through the Holy Spirit; and they do 
repudiate with scorn a bath (= ‘‘simple water”) baptism, or a 
covering with mere water, blood, or tears, as Christian baptism. 

The blood of Christ is the agency (the power of God) to remit 
sin, which power has infinitely less than nothing to-do with 
quantity, or covering, or form of application, and it was only as 
this divine POWER was (supposedly) communicated to simple 
water, martyr blood, penitential tears, that the Fathers of Chris- 
tianity believed that Christian baptism could be effected. With- 
out it all the oceans of earth could not baptize a babe; with 
it sprinkling drops are enough to baptize a world. In proof of 
this and in conclusion of these Blood baptisms I offer one other 
quotation. 

Curysostom II (pars prior), 408: ** Why did Christ suffer with- 
out the city on a high place and not under some roof? This didnot 
take place without a reason, but that he might purify (za0apy) the 
nature of the air; therefore he was offered on a high place, under 
no roof, but instead of a roof with the heavens stretched above 
him, that the whole heaven might be purified (xa0ap67) by the 
Lamb offered on a high place. Therefore the heaven was purified, 
and the earth was purified. For blood from his side DROPPED 
(Zota&e) upon the earth, and its defilement everywhere was cleansed 
away (2éexd0npev). . . . Because the whole earth was defiled (axd- 
Oaptoc) by the smoke, and the savor, and the blood of idol sacri- 
fices, and of other pollutions, of the heathen, God commanded 
the Jews to sacrifice and pray in one place. But Christ having 
come and suffered without the city he purified the whole earth, 

33 
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and fitted every place for prayer. . . . The whole earth was made 
holy (dyia).” 

No one familiar with the Patristic writings will deny that 
Chrysostom does here represent the heavens and the earth as 
BAPTIZED (— purified) by the uplifted body and the dropping blood 
of the Lamb of God. If all the waters of the Jordan and of the 
whole earth were ‘‘ baptized” (as we are told that they were) by 
the touch of the body of the Lord Jesus, then the whole heavens, 
into which the body of Jesus was lifted up, were baptized by that 
body; and if John the Baptist was *‘ baptized” (as we are told 
that he was) by touching with his hand the head of Jesus, then, 
the blood-props which fell from that thorn-pierced head had power 
to BAPTIZE the whole earth; and Chrysostom does teach, that 
blood-drops from the Cross did baptize a world. 

These Blood baptisms, alone, are adequate to prove the theory 
(which makes a water dipping and nothing but a water dipping 
Christian baptism) to be utterly empty of truth and a supreme 
error with which no semblance of sympathy can be found in the 
Patristic writings. 


Tears’ Baptism. 


Cremens Atpx. II, 649: “He wept bitterly.... Having been 
baptized a second time by his tears (tots ddzpuoe Baxtt%dbusvos ex 
devtépuv).” 

Atuanastius IV, 644: ‘God has granted to the nature of man 
three baptisms (tpéa faxtiovata) purifying from all sin whatso- 
ever. I mean, 1. The baptism by water (Sdaros); 2. The baptism 
by our own blood through (d¢) martyrdom; 3. The baptism by 
tears (dca daxpbwv) into which (e’s ézep baptism) the harlot was 
purified (¢xa0apichy). And likewise Peter, the chief of the Holy 
Apostles, after his denial, having wept, was received and saved. 
.... It is necessary to know that equally with the baptism (of 
water), the fountain of tears purifies (xa0aprZec) a man.” 

IV, 760: “A sixth baptism is that by (4) tears, which is pain- 
ful, as one washing nightly his couch, and repenting, and griey- 
ing, on account of sins committed.” 

Clemens Alex. speaks of the captain of a band of robbers (once 
a disciple of the Apostle John) as baptized, a second time, by 
tears. The case is spoken of absolutely as a BAPTISM, and the 
agency in effecting the baptism is said to be “tears.” There is 
no such absurdity as that of making “tears” a receiving element 
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into which the robber captain was dipped. It is not needful that 
one tear should moisten the cheek. Tears are worth nothing for 
this baptism except as exponential of the penitential sorrow of 
the soul. So in Blood baptism; it is neither necessary that the 
blood should touch the person of the martyr, or that one drop of 
blood should be shed in the martyrdom. The only value of the 
blood is its evidence of a love and faith stronger than death. 
Numbers without number have received the baptism of martyr- 
dom in other ways than by the sword. But these “tears,” and 
this * blood,” occupy the same identical relation to the BAPTISM as 
that held by “the water” (however used) namely, that of aguncy, 
Modal use has no more to do with effecting Christian baptism in 


‘the case of water (when there may be one, or three, or three hun- - 


dred dippings) than in that of tears and blood, where there 
neither is in fact, nor can be by possibility, any dipping. The 
BAPTISM is ideatoally the same in either case. 

Athanasius teaches us, that the three baptisms—by water, & 
blood, and by tears—while they are diverse in their agencies, 
those agencies have a common power to effect one and the same 
baptism, whose characteristic is, as Athanasius says, ‘ purifica- 


tion from all sin.” y 


Béxtispa is applied both to the effect produced and to that which 
has the power to produce the effect. Therefore water itself is a 
Baptisma, a loutron, because it effects a baptism, a washing; and 
so are blood and tears, for the same reason. Tertullian says, the 
water, and the blood, flowing from the wounded side of the Re- 
deemer were ‘‘two baptisms (duos baptismos).” Water is said, 
“to receive a washing in order that it may effect a washing ” = 
to receive a baptism that it may effect a baptism. The same usage 
holds good of Aovtpéy, and lavacrum. 

The harlot is said to be baptized into the baptism which is 
effected by ‘‘tears.”” The phrase ‘into which she was purified ” 
is mixed; fully stated it would be, baptized “ into which” bap- 
tism (= purifying from all sin whatever els dgeaw duaptiwy) ‘she 
was purified.” The construction is analogous to “sprinkled” (by 
the blood of Jesus and so purified) “from (az) an evil con- 
science.” Peter going out and weeping bitterly received the 
same baptism as did the woman that was ‘a sinner” and washed 
the Saviour’s feet with her tears. Jt is hard for some persons to 
learn, even from Athanasius, that sprinkling tear-drops DapElZe 
equally with the billowy waves of Jordan. 
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Tn these three quotations we find the Dative without a prepo- 
sition, the Genitive without a preposition, and the Genitive three 
times with dc@; in every instance expressive of agency. If any 
dependence-is to be put upon those two illustrious Grecians, 
Clement and Athanasius, water, blood, and tears hold the same 
identical relation to Christian baptism, namely, that of agencies 
and not of receptive elements, and must continue so to do until 
the theory shall succeed in dipping into their tears “the robber 
chieftain,” ‘“‘ the woman that was a sinner,” and “ the chief of the 
holy Apostles.” The Patristic baptisma is a spiritual condition 
and not a physical covering. 


Fire Baptism. 


TERTULLIAN I, 1212: ‘** There ‘cometh One who will baptize 
(tingueret) by the Spirit and fire’ (Luke 3:16). Because a true 
and firm faith is, by water, baptized into salvation (vera et stabilis 
fides aqua tinguitur in salutem); but a feigned and infirm faith 
is, by fire, baptized into condemnation (stmulata autem et infirma, 
ignt tinguitur in gudicium).” 

To this passage the following note by Thomas Corbin, a Bene- 
dictine monk, born A.D. 1694, is attached: “ Spiriu et ignt. 
For so John says Luke 3:16: ‘I indeed baptize you with water: 
but one mightier than I cometh, he shall baptize you with the 
Holy Ghost and fire (baptizabit in SPrrRITU SANCTO ETIGNI).’ John 
certainly did not exclude water from the baptism of Christ, but 
he means only this, that his washing (ablutionem) was only simple, 
that is outward, by simple water (s¢mplici aqua); but that wash- 
ing'in the future by the Baptism of Christ, would be exalted to a 
higher mystery and also to an inner washing (ablutionem) of the 
soul, which cannot be without the grace of the Holy Spirit. But 
many have been exercised as to the meaning of ‘ by the Holy 
Spirit and fire,’ and moreover it has furnished occasion to some 
greatly to err. For there. were some of the old heretics who 
thought that that fire should be understood simply and of our 
real fire, and therefore that fire, equally with water, should be 
used in baptism. Clemens Alex. says: ‘Some (as Heracleon 
says) burned the ears of the sealed (baptizatorum).’ And another 
(Carm. in Marcion. I) relates concerning a fire baptism of the 
heresiarch Valentinus, that he taught a double baptism, the body 
taken through the fire—Bzs docuit tingi, traducto corpore flamma. 
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Augustine, also (De Heres. ad Quodvult. her., 59) relates, that the 
Seleucian heretics administered baptism (igne) by fire. Whatever 
may be true of these, it is certain that fire was never used by the 
Apostles for baptism, and therefore it was never commanded by 
Christ. Some Catholic Interpreters think more correctly, that 
by ‘Spirit and fire’ is indicated the baptism of Christ himself, 
upon whom the Holy Spirit came in the likeness of a dove, and 
at the same time, as Justin M. relates: ‘When Jesus had de- 
scended to the water a fire was kindled in the Jordan.’ But in 
our baptism an invisible fire is kindled, when the grace of the 
Holy Spirit glides into our hearts, and, as Ambrose says, con- 
sumes our sins and purges the soul from their defilement. Some 
understand (metaphorically) that sufferings and persecutions are 
indicated by ‘fire,’ as gold is tried by the furnace of fire. Basil 
thinks that the fire should be understood of the word of doctrine, 
which brings both condemnation and justification. But Tertul- 
lian expounds it of the day of judgment, of the fire of hell. 

‘*The opinion of those who understand it literally of the de- 
scent of the Holy Spirit in the form of jire, not only upon the 
Apostles, but also upon their disciples, freshly baptized, pleases 
me: an illustrious:example of which is furnished in Acts 11:11. 
The best meaning, plain and literal, of the words of John the 
Baptist seems to be this: ‘I, indeed, with water’ (a@ sterile element, 
having in itself no power of grace) ‘baptize you.’ But ‘ He shall 
baptize you’ (not with mere water but) ‘with the Holy Spirit’ 
(impregnating the water of Baptism in order to generate grace, 
aquam Baptismi ad progenerandam gratiam foecundante) ‘and 
fire,’ to wit, with the gifts of the Holy Spirit about to come, with 
fire, by the imposition of hands. And this fiery baptism (baptis- 
mus igneus) is that which Christ himself foretold in Acts 1:5, 8, 
which was fulfilled ten days afterward when Pentecost was fully 
come.” . 

This note presents the view very commonly held by Patristic 
writers by one who was in perfect sympathy with their senti- 
ments. There is no attempt to introduce a covering in fire, or in 
the Holy Spirit, or in water, as Christian baptism. Such an idea 
can no more be found in this statement than a plenum can be 
found in a vacuum. Water baptism is an external ablution (ab- 
lutio); Spirit baptism is an internal ablution (abluézo) ; Fire bap- 
tism is the touch of the ear by hot iron, or the kindling of a 
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flame in Jordan, or firelike tongues resting upon the head at 
Pentecost. 

The water, the Spirit, and the fire, are all (equally and alike) 
agencies changing the spiritual condition and not receiving ele- 
ments covering the body. | 

There is one error of interpretation presented in this note which 
‘pervades and vitiates all Patristic Baptism. I refer to the intro- 
duction of water into that baptism which John said should be 
‘executed by Christ. There is no scriptural authority whatever 
‘for conjoining water with that baptism which is distinctively (¢ 
Ivebpatt) effected by Christ. John the Forerunner expressly and 
with the profoundest emphasis excludes it—*‘ I é& ddare (invested 
only with that power which belongs to water as a symbol) do 
‘symbolly baptize you; He, & I/veoyar: (invested with that power 
which belongs to the Spirit) will really, spiritually, by Divine 
power, baptize you.” In this difference he establishes the incom- 
parable superiority of ‘the Coming One.” John the Apostle 
(John 4:2) carefully guards against this error by an express 
separation between the baptizing of the disciples and their Lord. 
In the promised execution of this baptism (Acts 1:5) the Lord 
himself does, by severe contrast, exclude water from his personal 
baptizing and does limit it to the Holy Spirit. In the actual 
execution of this baptism (Acts 2:4) not only has water no 
place, but its absence is emphasized by the presence of a wholly 
diverse symbol—firelike tongues. In the second, formally an- 
nounced execution of this baptism (Acts 10: 44), no symbol what- 
ever appears. And in the universal execution of this baptism 
(1 Cor. 12:13) whereby the redeemed of all ages are made living 
members of the body of Christ, the Holy Spirit appears alone 
baptizing by his sole baptism all who are Christ’s into that one 
body whose head is Christ. 

The error which incorporates water in the distinctive baptizing 
of Christ is the zpwrov Yevdoc of Patristic theology on the subject 
of baptism, robbing them of the Scripture symbol-baptism by 
‘water, by impregnating that water (through the associated Spirit) 
‘with a divine power to regenerate souls. The symbol-baptism is 
thus swallowed up. Correct this error, eliminate water from the 
baptism of Christ (% Jhevpare), and restore it to its scriptural 
relation to the real baptism by the Holy Spirit as a symbol, ex- 
hibiting its purifying nature, and you will give to Patristic theol- 
ogy (as to the nature and power of Christian baptism) a true 
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scriptural character. Their philology as to the usage of fanritw 
and fdxtisva needs no correction. The theory but dreams when 
it stakes its life upon the usage of these terms as importing a 
dipping into water or a water covering. There is, in the ordinary 
Patristic baptism, a dipping of the Kead into water, and therefore a 
momentary covering, but these Greeks knew well that no dipping 
or momentary covering could be exponential of the meaning or 
the power in faztifw and Bdztiova, and therefore they never used 
the one or the other for any such purpose. The exposition of this 
dipping-covering must be sought elsewhere. I now only repeat, 
that the Patristic bapiisma was not a physical covering but a 
spiritual condition. In proof of which see further these other 
fire-baptisms. 

Basin M., III, 1436: “The baptism by fire (rd Bdrrispa ev rH 
mvp) condemns sin and accepts the Righteousness of Christ.” 

So, also, de S. S.ad Amphil., XXXV: ‘ The baptism of fire is 
the trial which is made in the Judgment.” 

TertToc., III, 1202: **When the Holy Spirit had descended 
upon the disciples that they might be baptized by Him (ut zn allo 
baptizarentur), tongues as of fire (quasi ignis) were seen sitting 
upon (insidentes super) each one, that it might be evident that 
they were baptized by the Holy Spirit and by fire (Spiritu Sancto 
et in igne), that is, by the Spirit (én Spiritu) which is fire, or like 
fire. ‘To-day the Spirit is invisible to men; but in the beginning 
of the mystery of faith and of Spiritual baptism, this same Spirit 
was clearly seen and sat upon the disciples like fire: likewise he 
descended upon the Lord like a dove. ... By which it is evident 
that souls are cleansed by the Spirit (Spiritwu abluz, ‘ which is fire 
or like fire’) that bodies are washed by water (per aquam lavari), 
also, that by blood (sanguine) we come more speedily, by compend 
(per compendium), to the rewards of salvation.” 

Inen aus, 685: * But others of them seal (signant baptize (?) ) 
their disciples, cauterizing the hinder part of the right ear.” 

OriGcEN, II, 517: ‘One of the Seraphim touched his lips with 
a live coal from off the altar and said: ‘ Behold I have taken away 
thine iniquities.’ This has a mystical meaning, and signifies that 
every one, according to his sin, who is worthy of purification, has 
coals of fire applied to his members. The prophet says, ‘I have 
unclean lips,’ therefore the coal is only applied to his lips. But 
I doubt whether we can excuse any member of the body from 
needing the fire.’ 519: “Those like Isaiah are purged by fire 
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from the altar, but others are purged by another fire. ... The fire 
of the altar is the fire of the Lord. The fire which is not of the 
altar is not the fire of the Lord, but of the sinner, of which it is 
said: ‘The worm shall not die, and the fire shall not be quenched.’” 

Amprosk, I, 1227: ‘*‘ He that toucheth the dead body of a man 
shall be unclean.’ Numb. 19:11. . . . We live among the dead. 
Therefore, the Author of life says, ‘ Let the dead bury their dead.’ 
... Whoever lives among sinners needs to be purified. Therefore 
when Isaiah said (6:5, 7), ‘Woe is me, for I have unclean lips, 
and dwell among a people of unclean lips.’ One of the Sera- 
phim immediately descended and touched his lips with a burning 
coal, that he might cleanse his unclean lips. Baptism is not only 
one (non unum est baptisma). That is one which the Church 
administers by water and the Holy Spirit (per aquam et Spiritum 
sanctum), with which it is necessary that catechumens be bap- 
tized. And there is another baptism (aliud baptisma) of which 
the Lord Jesus says, Luke 12:10, ‘I have a baptism to be bap- 
tized with that ye know not of,’ when, certainly, he had already 
been baptized in the Jordan; but this is the baptism of suffering 
(bapiismum passionis), with which, also, every one is cleansed by 
his own blood. There is, also, a baptism (baptismum) at the en- 
trance of Paradise which formerly did not exist. But after the 
sinner was shut out the fiery sword began to be, which God placed 
(Gen. 3:24); which formerly was not, when sin was not. Sin 
began and baptism began (Culpa ceepit et baptismum coepit), 
whereby they might be purified (purificentur) who desired to 
return into Paradise. That having returned they may say, ‘We 
have passed over by fire and water’ (Ps. 65:12). Here by water 
(per aquam), there by fire (per ignem). By water (per aquam), 
that sins may be washed. away (abluantur), by fire (per ignem), 
that they may be burned away (exurantur). 

‘Who is it that baptizes with this fire? Nota Presbyter, not 
a Bishop, not John, who says, Matt. 3: 11, ‘I baptize you into 
repentance (in penitentiam) ;’ not an Angel, not an Archangel, 
not Principalities, nor Powers; but He of whom John says, ‘He 
that cometh after me—He shall baptize you by the Holy Spirit 
and fire. He has his fan in his hand, and he will thoroughly 
purge his floor; and gather the wheat into his garner; but he 
will burn the chaff with unquenchable fire.’ It is not concerning 
this baptism, which is administered by priests of the Church, that 
the Lord himself testifies, Matt. 13: 49, 50, ‘So shall it be at the 
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end of the world: the angels shall come forth, and: sever the 
wicked from among the just, and shall cast them into the furnace 
of fire ;’ since this baptism shall take place after the end of the 
world, the angels having been sent forth who shall separate the 
good and the bad, when iniquity shall be burned up by a furnace 
of fire (per caminum ignis); that the righteous may shine as the 
sun in the kingdom of God. And if any one be holy as Peter, 
or John, he shall be baptized by this fire (baptizatur hoc igne). 
Therefore the great Baptist (Baptista Purifier) (for so I name 
him, as Gabriel named him (Luke 1:15), ‘He shall be great’), 
shall come, and shall see many standing at the entrance of Para- 
dise, and shall wave the sword turning every way, and say to 
. them on the right, not having heinous sins, ‘ Enter ye who fear 
not the fire.’ For I foretold you, Isaiah 66:15, ‘ Behold I come 
as fire ;’ and Ezek. 22:21, ‘I will blow upon you with the fire of 
mine anger that ye may melt away from lead and iron.’ There- 
fore consuming fire must come and burn up in us the lead of 
iniquity, the iron of transgression, and make us pure gold. But 
because he having been purged (purgatus), needs there to be 
purified (purificarz) again, he will there, also, purify us, because 
the Lord will say: ‘Inter into my rest,’ so that every one of us 
having been burned (us/us) by that flaming sword, but not burned 
up (exusius), having entered into the blessedness of Paradise, 
may give thanks unto our Lord. This is one fire by which invol- 
untary sins are burned up, which the Lord Jesus has prepared 
for his servants, that he may cleanse them from their long sojourn- 
ing among the dead: that is another fire which be has appointed 
for the devil and his angels, of which he says, ‘ Depart into ever- 
lasting fire (in ignem in aternum).’” 

Ambrose III, 173-175: * The fire of the temple altar is said to 
have been hidden in a pit. by the Jews when about to go into 
captivity, and on their return when sought for was found to be 
changed into water. This water when sprinkled by the order of 
Nehemiah upon the altar (Necmias, sacerdos, aspergere super 
ligna, jussit) burst into flames and consumed the sacrifice.” This 
is said to be a type of Christian baptism. Also the water poured 
on the sacrifice by Elias (hostiam suam tertio ipse perfudit aqua) 
and the fire coming down from heaven consuming the sacrifice, is 
said to be a type of Christian baptism. In vindication of these 
type-fire baptisms, appeal is made to the fact that Christ baptizes 
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by the Holy Spirit and fire; also, to the actual baptism by the 
Holy Spirit and firelike tongues. 

Basit IV, 132: ‘**He shall baptize you by the Holy Spirit and 
fire. He calls the trial which shall take place in the judgment 
(xupos Bdéxttopa) the baptism of fire, according to the saying of the 
Apostle, ‘The fire shall try the work of every one what it is.’” 

Eprpuanius I, 372: “The disciples of Carpocras affix a seal 
(@v zavtipr) by a red-hot iron to the right lobe of the ear of those 
deceived by them.” x 

JERoME V, 730: ‘He placed a fiery sword and Cherubim to 
guard the way of the tree of life.’ This sword guarding Paradise 
produces double suffering, both burning and cutting. Take an 
illustration. Physicians say, in order to cure some diseases, both 
burning and cutting are necessary. To those who suffer from an 
old cancer they apply the sharpest knife, whitened by heat, that 
the roots of the cancer may be destroyed by burning, and the 
putrid flesh removed by cutting, and so the way be prepared for 
healing remedies. Sin is our cancer for which neither the simple 
sharpness of the knife, nor the mere burning of the fire, is suffi- 
cient; but both are required, so that it may be burned and cut. 
Hear the Saviour in two passages indicating the need of fire and 
knife. In one place (Matt. 10) he says, ‘I have not come to send 
peace upon earth but a sword;’ and in another (Luke 12), ‘IT am 
come to send fire upon the earth.’ Therefore the Saviour brings 
fire and sword, and baptizes (baptizat) those sins which could not 
be purified by the purification of the Holy Spirit (quxe non potue- 
runt Spiritus sancti purificatione purgart).” * 

These quotations fairly present the “fire baptisms” of these 
early writers. And if language is capable of expressing the 
opinions of men, then the language of these writers does express 
as their opinion that fire baptisms, as related to Christian bap- 
tism, are neither dippings nor coverings, but spiritual conditions 
effected by fire or firelike agencies, applied by touching or strik- 
ing, sprinkling or pouring, etc., etc. And what is thus true of 
jire baptisms, is equally true of tears’ baptisms, and of blood 
baptisms, as proved both by positive statements and by the im- 
possibilities of any physical dippings or coverings, and the ab- 
surdity of their attempted imagination. The same is no less true 
of water baptisms. This conclusion is not so compulsory and 
patent as in the other baptisms, because in them there neither 
were in fact, nor could be by possibility, any dippings or cover- 
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ings of human beings, while there could be a dipping and thus a 
momentary covering in water; and, in fact, there was so in the 
ordinary administration of water baptisms. But this momentary 
covering, by dipping or pressing down the head, was neither 
Christian baptism nor any essential element in it. There is not 
a Patristic writer who does not repudiate the idea that Christian 
baptism is a dipping or covering in water. There is not a Patristic 
writer who does not declare that Christian baptism is a purely 
spiritual condition. There is not a writer (holding distinctively 
Patristic sentiments) who does not affirm that the water effects no 
baptism within the range of its own natural powers or qualities, 
but effects a SPIRITUAL BAPTISM by reason of a divine power com- 
-municated to it for this end, WHICH BAPTISM consists in the REMIS- 
SION OF SINS and REGENERATION OF THE soUL. There is no evi- 
dence whatever to show that these writers regarded the momentary 
dipping of the head into mere water as any baptism at all, heathen 
any more than Christian. There is the most absolute evidence to 
show that they regarded a baptism as necessarily precluding any 
designed (momentary) limitation of time. That these positions 
are true will now be further shown by a reference to Clinic bap- 
tisms. 


Clinic Baptisms. 


The theory has no kind word to say for Clinic baptisms. As 
“baby sprinkling” is an offence which it abhors, so Clinic sprink- 
ling is a sham which it detests. In both these respects it is 
admittedly and rejoicingly out of sympathy with these early 
Christians, as it is equally, though denyingly, out of sympathy 
with them in their estimate of water-dipping in relation to Chris- 
tian baptism. , 

The theorists hold Clinic baptism by sprinkling or pouring to 
be worthless, because it effects no water-covering, which is, and 
which only is, they say, the baptism commanded by Christ. The 
Patrists hold Clinic baptism by sprinkling or pouring to be of 
matchless worth, because water-covering does not enter (as an 
element) into that Divine power by which alone water has power 
Christianly to baptize, never dreaming of any command from 
Christ to cover in simple water as his baptism. 

The theory antagonizes Patrism (no less than the Bible) at all 
points, as much in the matter of water-dipping as in water-sprink- 
ling, whether on “‘ crying babies ” or dying Clinics. 
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The evidence of this will be found in the following quotations, 
in which “Compend baptisms” (as another name for Clinic 
baptisms) will also receive attention. 

TERTULLIAN I, 1213: ‘‘ We do not find that any of the Apostles 
were baptized in the Lord, except Paul. ... Some think, not 
naturally, that they were adequately baptized when in the ship 
they were sprinkled (aspersi) by the waves; and that Peter him- 
self was adequately baptized (mersum) by entering the sea. But 
as I think, it is one thing to be sprinkled by the violence of the 
sea, and another thing to be baptized by religious requirement. 

Whether the Apostles were washed (fincti) in any way 
whatever (quoquo modo) or remained (2/loti) unwashed, it is rash 
to doubt concerning their salvation, for a first call and familiar 
intercourse with Christ could confer Compend baptism.” 

Tertullian makes no objection to baptism by sprinkling; but 
he thinks it objectionable to substitute the sprinkling from a sea 
storm for a religious ordinance, in ‘‘ whatsoever way” admin- 
istered. 

Cyprian, 1147: ‘‘'Thou hast asked (—‘ Are the sick not washed 
but sprinkled with the saving water, to be regarded as true Chris- 
tians ?’—) what is my view of those who have obtained the grace 
of God in sickness and debility, whether, since they have not been 
washed by the saving water, but sprinkled (aqua salutari non loti 
sint, sed perfusi), they should be regarded as true Christians. 
We think that divine benefits can in nothing be diminished or 
enfeebled, nor can anything less be there where what is said of 
divine benefits is received with a full and perfect faith of the giver 
and receiver. For the pollutions of sins are not washed away 
(abluuntur) by the saving sacrament, as defilements of the skin 
and body are washed away by a carnal and secular washing 
(Javacro), so that an alkali, and other helps, both tub and pool, 
are needed, with which a little body may be washed and cleansed 
(ablui et mundari). The heart (pectus) of the believer is washed 
in another way, the soul (mens) of man is cleansed in another 
way, by the merits of faith. In the saving sacraments, necessity 
urging and God granting favor, divine compends (divina com- 
pendia) confer full grace upon believers. Nor should it trouble 
any one that the sick are seen to be sprinkled or to be poured 
upon (aspergt vel perfundi) when they obtain divine grace, when 
the Holy Scripture says, Ezek. 36: 25, 26: ‘I will sprinkle clean 
water upon you, and ye shall be cleansed from all your unclean- 


CLINIC BAPTISMS. 525 


ness, and from all your idols will I cleanse you, and will give a 
new heart to you and a new spirit within you;’ likewise in Numb. 
19:8, 12,13: ...*He shall not be clean and that soul shall be 
cut off from Israel, because the water of sprinkling (aqua asper- 
sionis) was not sprinkled upon him.’ And again, Numb. 8: 5, 7: 
‘The Lord spake to Moses saying, ... Thus shalt thou purify 
them; thou shalt sprinkle (circumsperges) them with the water 
of purification.’ And again, Numb. 19: 9: ‘ The water of sprink- 
ling is purification.’ Whence it appears that the sprinkling of 
water (aspersionem aque) possesses equal value with the saving 
washing (salutaris lavacri), and when these things are done in 
the Church, where there is true faith of the receiver and giver, all 
‘things may be established, completed, and perfected by the majesty 
of God and the truth of faith. But that some call those who have 
obtained the grace of Christ by the salutary water and true faith, 
not Christians but Clinics, I do not know whence they take the 
name, unless, perchance, they who have read much and the more 
secret things of Hippocrates and Soranus, have found these 
Clinics. For I who am acquainted with a Clinic in the Gospel 
know that to that paralytic, lying for long years on his bed, his - 
sickness was no hindrance to his obtaining, in the fullest measure, 
a heavenly vigor, nor was he, by divine favor, merely raised up 
from his bed, but with renewed and quickened strength, he took 
up the bed itself. And therefore, this is my opinion, that whoso- 
ever shall have obtained in the Church lawfully and rightly divine 
grace, by faith, should be adjudged a true Christian. Or, if any 
one thinks that they have obtained nothing, because they have 
only been sprinkled or poured upon with the saving water, but 
are empty and void, let them not be deceived, so as to be bap- 
tized if they recover from their sickness. But if they cannot be 
baptized who have already been sanctified by Ecclesiastical bap- 
tism (ecclesiastico baptismo), why should they be reproached for 
their faith and the favor of the Lord? ... They who are bap- 
tized in sickness (qui xgri baptizantur) receive no less measure 
of the Holy Spirit, nor are more exposed to the influence of evil 
spirits. The power of the devil only extends to the saving water, 
there the devil is overwhelmed and man is set free... . Finally, 
experience shows, that those baptized in sickness (in egritudine 
baptizati) under pressing necessity, both obtain grace and live 
worthily in the Church, daily growing in grace. And on the other 
hand some of those baptized in health (qui sant baptizantur) fall- 
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ing into sin are troubled by the return of an unclean spirit, so 
that it is manifest that the devil cast out by faith in baptism, if 
faith afterward should fail, returns. Unless it seem right to ad- 
judge them baptized who have been polluted by profane water 
out of the Church by enemies and antichrists, but these who are 
baptized in the Church (in Ecclesia baptizantur) may be regarded 
as having obtained less of favor and divine grace; and so great 
honor be attributed to heretics, that those coming thence may not 
be asked whether they have been washed or sprinkled (yérwmne 
loti sint an perfusi), whether Clinics or peripatetics, while we de- 
tract from a true faith, and rob ecclesiastical baptism of its majesty 
and sanctity.” 

There are points in this passage from Cyprian which claim 
special attention as throwing clear and valuable light on our In- 
quiry: 1. The question has not its origin in philology but in 
theology. It has not fazrfw as its pivot on the ground that 
‘this word expresses a divine command, has but one meaning 
through all Greek literature, and means a modal act to be done, 
to wit: dip and nothing but dip.” So far from this, the word faz- 
tw does not appear in the inquiry, and the word which does ap- 
pear (lavo, loti sunt) is admitted not to express modal act, that on 
which the life of the theory turns. If the question had turned on 
fanztSw, and the Interrogator and Respondent had believed (as 
we are told that they did believe) that this word expressed modal 
act (dip), and embodied a divine command, then the question, 
“Are sprinkled men dipped men?” could never have been asked; 
but neither of these parties believed that God had commanded a 
modal act, or that faxt’Zw expressed a modal act, and therefore 
they substitute for it a word (/avo) in which there is no modal act 
of command, and philology becomes a vanishing quantity. The 
question is purely theological. There is no reference to the mean- 
ing of a word, to dip or to cover; but to the divine power of water 
to change the spiritual condition of the soul. ‘ Can baptizing 
water, which when used for washing the whole body makes a true 
Christian, also, make a true Christian when it is sprinkled or 
poured upon the body?” this was the theological question; 2. 
The answer is as empty of philology and as full of theology as is 
the question. It declares that baptizing water impregnated with 
the Spirit washes spiritually, and not as the body.is washed with 
soap, and tub, and pool. It is not the water which washes, but a 
divine power in the water. The impregnated water not by its 
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quantity, nor by its manner of use, but by its quality—vis, virtus, 
dbvayts—confers the full grace of the Spirit—remits sin, regener- 
ates the soul, expels demons, drowns Satan, makes a ‘true Chris- 
tian;” 3. The sprinkling of baptizing water has no more power to 
dip, or to cover than any other wdter; and Cyprian does not say 
that sprinkling dips or covers, for he was not a simpleton, but he 
does say again and again, that sprinkling baptizes. He applies 
this word alike to the sick and their mode of baptism and to the 
well and their mode of baptism—* qui egr7i BAPTIZANTUR—qui sant 
BAPTIZANTUR.” Sprinkling water does Cyprianly baptize ; sprink- 
ling water does under no condition dip; therefore, Cyprian’s 
baptize is not dip; 4. As Cyprian calls baptism by sprinkling 
-“Compend baptism,” and “ Kcclesiastical baptism,” the theory 
talks wildly, in the use of words without knowledge, about the 
unrealness and worthlessness of such baptisms. All such might 
find it to their advantage to read, on this point, the gentle phil- 
ippic of President Halley addressed to Dr. Carson, or better still 
to read the originals, and there learn that Compend baptism 
always includes the baptism whatever else may be absent, and 
that Ecclesiastical baptism includes that sine qua non (the Holy 
Spirit) without which the presence of all other things is worthless 
to effect Patristic baptism. 

This answer of Cyprian declaring that sprinkling or pouring, 
equally with the washing of the whole body, effected Christian 
baptism was so convincing that a like question, so far as I know, 
never emerged for a thousand years. In these latter days a very 
different question (with some verbal similarities) has emerged for 
the first time since the origin of Christianity, in which by the in- 
vocation of philology (seen through a glass darkly) to prove 
that fazr%w means ‘dip and nothing but dip,” that it represents 
a divine command to dip into water, and that early Greek Chris- 
tian writers believed (?) these things, it is sought to establish the 
remarkable proposition, that ‘“‘to sprinkle is not to dip,” and 
therefore one sprinkled with water is not dipped into water, and 
therefore, living in disobedience to God, and therefore, is not a 
“true Christian,” and therefore, must not come to the table of 
the Lord. Whenever the friends of this theory shall show out- 
side of the Bible, that faxr’Sw means ‘to dip,” or inside of the 
Bible that it means ‘to dip ¢nto water,” or anywhere in the Pa- 
tristic writings that they believed either of these propositions, 
then, they will deserve an attentive audience. But until then 
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the theory must be set down as among the latest and the chiefest 
of “the novelties in our theology ” emerging for the first time in 
the history of Christianity after the lapse of a thousand anda 
half thousand years. Let it be understood, that the question of 
fact as to the customary covering of the body in water is not now 
at issue (any more than in the question propounded to Cyprian), 
but the ground and the value of that fact. 

Tertut. III, 1203: The passage about to be cited on * Com- 
pend baptism” is from an anonymous writer on Rebaptism in 
the same volume with that of the passage from Cyprian, and con- 
taining a portion of Tertullian’s works. After referring to the 
forgiveness of sins granted by the Lord to the paralytic and to 
the woman that was ‘a sinner,” he adds: * From all which it is 
shown, that hearts are purified by faith (fide mundarz), but souls 
are cleansed by the Spirit (Spzrtu abluz); but moreover bodies 
are washed by water (per aquam lavari), also, by blood (sanguine), 
we come more speedily to the rewards of salvation, by Compend 
(per Compendium).” Here are four baptisms by faith (fide) by 
the Spirit (Spiritu) by water (per aquam) and by blood (sanguine), 
in every one of which (faith, Spirit, water, blood) is declared to 
be an agency, and the mode of application in some instances 
(faith, Spirit), a vanishing quantity, and in others (water, blood), 
indifferent, or as diverse as any two modes could well be. While 
the Baptism of blood, especially referred to as a ‘* Compend bap- 
tism,” is here and everywhere referred to as the most perfect and 
glorious of all baptisms, instead of (as the theory would have it) 
anon est. ; 

Basix ITI, 436: * Why dost thou delay that baptisrn (ro @dz- 
tropa.) may be to thee the gift of a fever? When thou mayest be 
unable to speak the saving words, or, perhaps, to hear clearly, or 
to raise thy hands to heaven; or to stand upon thy feet, or to 
bend the knees for prayer.” ... 

Was such a one, unable to speak or hear or stand or kneel, 
dipped into water? He received “the baptism (td fdxreopa), 
without an appended * Clinic,” or * Compend,” or ** Ecclesiastic.” 
Will this answer for a baptism by sprinkling, a baptism not phys- 
ical, a spiritual baptism, effected by spiritual power given to the 
water? Basil the Great had some knowledge of Greek. He 
knew the meaning of the Patristic 7d Bdztiapa, 

Avaustin VI, 469: ‘ Catechumens afflicted by disease or casu- 
alty, so that while they still live are yet unable to ask for bap- 
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tism (baptismum) or to answer questions, should be baptized 
(baptizentur).” ’ 
Aveustin IX, 121: “A man may wickedly hate his enemy, 
yet, alarmed by the sudden danger of death, he asks for baptism 
(baptismum), which he receives with so much haste, that the 
danger hardly admits the necessary asking of a few questions, so 
that that hatred may be driven from his heart, even if it be known 
to him who baptizes (baptizaniz) him. Certainly these things do 
not cease to occur both among us and among them (Donatists).” 
Kusepius II, 621: “Novatian, relieved by the Exorcists; 
having fallen into a dangerous disease, and thinking that he was 
about to die, having been poured upon (zepryvdeis) in the bed 
where he lay, received (2iajev) ; if indeed it be proper to say that 
such a one received (dv totodrov etdngévat), Nor, when he re- 
covered, did he attain those other things which it is necessary to 
receive according to the rule of the church, and to be sealed 
(c¢gpayto0jva) by the Bishop. And not receiving this how could 
he receive the Holy Spirit?... Through the favor of: the 
bishop, laying bands upon him, he was made a presbyter, when 
all the clergy and many of the laity opposed, because it was not 
lawful that one poured upon (xeprzv0é72), as he was, upon a sick: 
bed, should be received into the rank of the clergy.” 
An attempt has been made to discredit this Clinic baptism as 
unreal in itself and invalid in the judgment of those interested in 
it at the time. The attempt proceeds on misconception of the 
case. Parties interested in this transaction did file exceptions to 
it, but on no ground common with the theory. The first ‘and 
main exception taken related to the moral character of Novatian. 
This is expressed by the derogatory phrase—such a one téy 
towotov.” They believed him to be a bad man, under the in- 
fluence of the devil both before and after his baptism, and there-: 
fore said, ‘‘ Being poured upon he received, if sucH A ONE could 
receive.” Receive what? A dipping? So the theory must 
make them speak; but these men were not idiots, and knowing 
that he had received water by pouring, they did not express a 
doubt as to whether he had in a pouring received a dipping. 
The theory believes, that a bad man dipped into water by one of 
their ministers receives as perfect a baptism as the greatest saint. 
These early Christians had no such faith. They did not believe 
that Simon Magus, however the water was used, “ received ” any 
more than Novatian. The question with them was not whether a 
384 
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pouring upon with water or a dipping into water had been “ re- 
ceived ;” but whether the Holy Spirit had been “received.” This 
was the sine qua non with their baptism; and it was just here 
that a doubt whether ‘‘ such a one could receive,” was expressed. 
This exception was intensified by another (in the same direction, 
of bad character) namely: that he had not gone to the bishop 
after his recovery, to be ‘‘sealed;” when, again, was pressed the 
point of difficulty—‘* How could he receive the Holy Spirit?” 
Exception, also, was taken to his being received into the mjnistry ; 
not because water had been poured upon and therefore he was 
not baptized ; but because this had been done ‘on a sick-bed,” 
and the rule of the Church forbade any such from being inducted 
into the ministry. But why? Because such were not baptized ? 
Such a reason would have been the most absolute self-stultifica- 
tion of the Church, which declared, through a millenary of years, 
that she did thus administer a perfect baptism; but the Church 
objected to the postponement of baptism until death for various 
reasons and, as a deterring penalty, denied to such access to the 
ministry. The theory reverses this: men not dipped (only 
poured upon) are received to all the rights of the ministry but 
excluded -from the rights of private members, at the communion 
table. No exception was taken to Novatian’s baptism because 
the water was poured upon him. This is evident from the narra- 
tive and from the fact, that nowhere in the Patristic writings can 
an objection be found to a Christian baptism grounded on the 
fact, that the water used in it was by pouring. On the contrary, 
Cyprian formally defends sprinkling and pouring upon the sick 
as true and perfect baptism. Some objections to Clinic baptism, 
not as to form and worth but as to time and circumstance, are 
thus presented by 

Curysostom II (pars prior), 223: ‘I not only declare you 
happy, but I praise your wisdom because you have come for bap- 
tism (gwrioparr), not like more careless men at the last breathings 
of life, but promptly as wise servants ready with good will to 
obey the Lord, submitting the neck of the soul with gentleness 
and desire to the yoke of Christ. For although the gifts of grace 
Ta t7> ydpttos are the same to you and to them baptized (pvsrayw- 
youpévors) at death, yet as to will and preparation the things are 
not the same. For they receive (the gifts of grace ta ti¢ yipitos) 
in the bed, but you in the bosom of the Church, the common 
mother of us all; they grieving and weeping, but you joyous and 
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happy; they groaning but you praising; they stupefied by great 
fever, but you filled with great spiritual delight. Consequently, 
here, all things are harmonious with the gift (77 dwpea), but 
there all things are discordant with the gift (7 dwped); for those 
about to be baptized (pusraywyounswv), and children, and wife, 
and friends, and servants, are weeping and lamenting. . .. But 
I have not yet added the chiefest of the evils; for in the midst 
of the lamentations and preparations, oftentimes, the soul, leav- 
ing the body desolate, has fled away, and when present in many 
cases profits nothing. ... For he who is about to be baptized 
(gwrifec0at) lies like a log or a stone, knowing nothing, hearing 
nothing, answering nothing, differing nothing from a dead man: 
of what profit is the baptism (eZ: pvotaywyias) in such insen- 
sibility ?” 

It was in view of such a condition of things as here portrayed 
by Chrysostom that the Church urged prompt baptism in health 
and opposed its delay until death; but believing it necessary to 
salvation it was administered, in ordinary circumstances, to the 
sick and the dying in the full conviction of its reality and efticacy 
as a baptism. Whether the efficacy of the water reached to the 
souls of the dying who lay “‘as a log or a stone” was an unsettled 
point. But from the days of Cyprian it had been settled that 
the divinely impregnated water poured or sprinkled on the body, 
did in the truest and fullest manner initiate, illuminate, baptize, 
so that the Clinic, equally with the Peripatetic, did receive not a 
substitute for but identically the same baptisma; the same ta ti¢ 
yaprtos (elsewhere (226) td Aovtpdy tis zapttos), which consisted in 
a spiritual renovation, =the forgiveness of sins and regeneration 
of the soul. A physical baptisma has no place in Patrism. Nor 
is it true, that a dipping (a designed momentary covering in 
water) is any more truly a physical Sézc:ova, than is a pouring or 
a sprinkling. The essential element of duration without limita- 
tion of time, is wanting, and consequently the element of power 
and controlling influence which inheres in faztiZw as compared 
with fdzrw is wanting, just as much as in pouring or sprinkling. 
But as fdztw loses its feebleness and changes its nature amid 
liquids to which a power to dye, to color, has been imparted 
(which power may be developed through sprinkling or pouring, 
or dipping), so fanriSuv, among liquids (water, tears, blood, ete.) 
to which is imparted a divine power assumes a new nature, and 
represents that power as developed by dipping (which in simple 
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water does not baptize), pouring, or sprinkling, by either of which 
(according to Patrism) it is equally developed, but, according to 
the Scriptures, is equally symbolized by either pouring or sprink- 
ling (dipping being excluded by unbroken silence), while the 
divine power to effect the Sdxriopa (always and solely spiritual) is 
limited in the most absolute manner to the Holy Spirit. 

This passage of Chrysostom explains why Clinics were ex- 
cluded from the ministry. It was not because such were not 
baptized or not fully baptized ; but because they acted against 
the teachings of the Church by their delay, and it became ques- 
tionable whether it was not the fear of death, rather than repent- 
ance and faith, which made them seek for baptism. 

AmproseE IV, 471: “There are not wanting sick persons who 
are baptized, almost daily Non desint, qui prope quotidie bap- 
tizantur egri.” 

This statement of Ambrose shows that baptisms by sprinkling 
and pouring (not quasi or e gratia baptisms but baptisms regarded 
as real and perfect in nature as baptisms under any form) were 
administered almost daily century after century. In none of 
these baptisms was there or could there be a physical water cov- 
ering, and therefore in such Christian baptisms as a water cover- 
ing was found the baptism could not be in this feature, otherwise 
where it had no existence there could be no baptism. These 
diverse cases to which, equally, the term baptism is applied is 
alone and is perfectly explained by the truth that the Patristic 
baptisma was no physical covering, but a spiritual condition 
effected by water (irrespective of modal use) impregnated with a 
divine power. 


Sprinkling Baptisms. 


As Clinic baptisms were by sprinkling f will adduce other cases 
of baptism by sprinkling to show that they are not limited to 
Clinics. 

TERTULLIAN I, 1204: “But the nations without the knowledge 
of spiritual things, attribute the same efficacy to their idols, but 
with unmarried (viduis empty) waters, they deceive themselves. 
They everywhere purify villas, houses, temples, and whole cities 
by sprinkling water, and are washed (tinguntur) in the spectacles 
of Apollo and Eleusis. ... Here we see the work of the devil 
emulating the things of God, since he practices even baptism 
among his own people.” 
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These ‘unmarried, empty, waters” point to the all-controlling 
element in the interpretation of Patristic baptism, namely, dhe im- 
partation of a divine quality to the water by which it receives 
POWER to baptize. If Patristic baptism were a water covering, 
the idea that water needed a new quality in order to have power 
TO COVER, would be lunacy; but without such superadded power, 
they declare, that water cannot @hristianly baptize, therefore, if 
these writers are not lunatics, Patristic baptism is not a water 
covering. Tertullian announces this new quality as communi- 
cated to the waters in the following terms: “ Supervenit enim 
statim Spiritus de celis, et aquis superest, sanctificans eas de 
semetipso, ct ita sanctificatee vim sanctificandi combibunt. For 
immediately the Spirit comes from heaven and brooding upon the 
waters, sanctifies them by Himself, and so having been sanctified 
they imbibe the power of sanctifying.” The same thing is re- 
ferred to in the following lines quoted in a note: 


‘Sanctus in hune celo descendit Spiritus amnem, 
Celestique sacras fonte maritat aquas.’’ 


If any object to the translation of “tinguniur” by washed, 
purified, they are referred to Ovid, ‘“‘Ignibus et spars& tingere 
corpus aqua.” And for a new power being communicated to water, 
enabling it to exercise such power toward other objects, the same 
Classic says: ‘¢ Et incerto fontem medicamine tixit.” A dipping 
has nothing to do with ¢ingo in either of these cases. 

TreRTULL. II, 736: ‘“* Where are those whom Menander has 
sprinkled (perfudit)? Or those whom he has mersed into his 
Styx (in Slygam suam mersit) ?” 

The Annotator remarks: ‘‘ Mersion (mersio), perfusion (per- 
fusio) or aspersion (aspersio) belong, equally, to Christian’ bap- 
tism. The one by rule (ex ordine) for the well; the other by 
necessity (ex necessitate) for the sick. . . . It should be observed, 
that it was usual in baptism both to sprinkle and to cover (bap- 
tismo perfundi solitos simul et mergi). Sprinkling or pouring 
(perfusio) indicated the washing from sins (lavationem pecca- 
torum); covering (mersio) death and burial, codeath and voburial, 
with Christ.” 

Tren aus, 664: * But some of them say, to conduct to the water 

éxt ro bdwp) is unnecessary, and mixing together oil and water (with 
some words, such as we have mentioned), they sprinkle (éxe¢fdddovor) 
it upon the head of the baptized (retecoupévwy).”” 
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These were heretics; but they were not charged with heresy 
because they baptized by sprinkling. 

AmprosE I, 875: ‘Sprinkle me with hyssop and I shall be 
clean; wash me and I shall be whiter than snow” (Ps. 51:10). 
‘‘He asks to be cleansed by hyssop according to the Law; he 
desires to be washed according to the Gospel. He who wished to 
be cleansed by typical baptism @ypico baptismate) was sprinkled 
with the blood of the lamb by a bunch of hyssop.” 

AmproseE IV, 829: “He sprinkled the leper seven times, with 
cedar wood, and scarlet wool, and hyssop, and he was rightly 
cleansed.... By the cedar wood the Father, by the hyssop the 
Son, by the scarlet wool (which has the brightness of fire) the 
Holy Spirit is represented. He who wished to be rightly cleansed 
was sprinkled by these three; because no one can be cleansed 
from the leprosy of sin by the water of baptism, except by the 
invocation of the Father, and the Son, and the Holy Spirit... . 
We are represented by the leper.” 

Hitary I, 338: “Ziphei in Hebrew signifies what we call 
sprinkling of the face (oris adspersio). But sprinkling according 
to the Law was the cleansing from sin (emundatio peccatorum). 
The sprinkling of blood purifying the people through faith. Of 
this sprinkling David speaks: ‘Sprinkle me with hyssop and I 
shall be clean,’ representing the sacrament of the future sprink- 
ling of the blood of the Lord.” 

JEROME V, 341: ‘“¢Hzek. 36:16, et seq. ‘I will pour out or 
sprinkle (effundam sive aspergam) upon you clean water, and ye 
shall be cleansed from all your defilements. And I will give you 
a new heart and I will put a right spirit within you’... I will 
pour out the clean water of saving baptism.... And it is to be 
considered, that a new heart and a new spirit may be given by 
the pouring out and sprinkling of water (per effusionem et asper- 
stonem aque).... And I will no more pour out upon them the 
waters of saving baptism, but the waters of doctrine and of the 
word of God.” 

AvaustinE IX, 202: “In the Epistle which Cyprian wrote to 
Magnus when asked concerning the Baptism of the dipped and 
the sprinkled, whether there was any difference (de Baptismo tinc- 
torum et perfusorum, utrum aliquid interesset) ?” 

This form of stating the question addressed to Cyprian conclu- 
sively settles the point, that the mode of using the water as be- 
tween dipping, or pouring, or sprinkling, was not involved. For 


~ 
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to ask whether there was any difference between dipping, pouring, 
sprinkling, is absurd. It is no less conclusively settled, that 
** Baptismo ” as used by Augustine does not mean a dipping. It 
is beyond all possibility that Augustine should say, ‘* Cyprian was 
asked whether there was any difference in the dipping of the dipped 
and the sprinkled.” And it is as certainly settled, that ‘‘ Baptismo” 
expresses the spiritual effect of the impregnated water in the soul, 
and whether there is any difference in that effect when such water 
is used by dipping, or pouring, or sprinkling, is asked. 

If Patristic writers wrote to be understood, they helieved that 
sprinkling and pouring baptizing water did baptize; but sprink- 
ling and pouring no kind of water can dip, therefore the Patristic 

_‘*baptize ”’ cannot be dip. 

As there is an essential relation between Sprinkling baptisms 
and Pouring baptisms I will point out one of this latter class in 
further proof of the point before us, namely, that peptone are 
not physical coverings. 


Pouring Baptism. 


“In 8 Kines 18:34 (Sept.): Elijah commands four water-pots 
of water to be taken and poured upon (ézetyéere) the sacrifice laid 
upon the newly made altar. This command he repeats again and 
again, and it is done thrice. This water pouring without a water 
covering is declared by Origen, Basil M., Gregory N., and Am- 
brose, to be a Baptism, as shown by the following quotations: 

OriGEN IV, 241: * But why is it believed that the coming Elias 
will baptize (uzrisew), when he did not baptize (Gartiadytuc) what 
needed cleansing (Avutpvd) upon the wood of the altar, in the time 
of Ahab, that it might be burned when the Lord revealed himself 
by fire? For he commanded the priests to effect this baptism. 
How, then, is he coming to baptize (fazriZew) who did not then 
baptize? Christ does not haptize with water, but his disciples; 
but he reserves for himself the baptizing by the Holy Spirit and 
fire.” 

The facts in this case are so simple, so clear, so unmixed with 
anything which could admit of * darkening counsel by words with- 
out knowledge,” that it is a matter of universal admission, that 
here was a case of baptism (so declared by one of the most learned 
Christian Greeks that ever lived) and in this baptism there was 
no physical covering, although the baptism was by water. 

In this transaction there was, also, a Avutpdéy; but there was no 


536 PATRISTIC BAPTISM. 


‘“ bathing-place,” no “water for a bath,” no ‘“laver,” but there 
was a cleansing from ceremonial impurity for the revelation of 
the Lord by fire. And it was this cleansing (Avurpév) which was 
the baptism (fdztisya); the one word taken as the full equivalent 
of the other, here and times without number elsewhere, by these 
early writers. 

Basit M. III, 428: ‘Elias has shown the power of baptism 
(tiv tozdv tod Banttopatos) by burning the sacrifice upon the altar 
of burnt offerings, not by means of fire, but by means of water. 
For although the nature of fire is opposed to that of water, yet 
when the water is mystically poured, thrice, upon the altar, the 
fire begins and kindles a flame, as though it were oil.” 

The specialty of this passage of Basil as compared with that 

of Origen is, its bringing out a new quality given to the water 
enabling it to burn when mystically poured (puotexds zatex50n) 
thrice. Does any one doubt that an effect is here ascribed to 
water beyond and inconsistent with its natural power, by reason 
of a new and diverse quality imparted to it? But it is just such 
a quality which is declared to be imparted to baptizing water, 
giving it a power, alien from its own nature, to baptize (not to 
cover, this it has by inherent quality, but) to cleanse from, ‘to 
burn up” sin in the soul. The “three mystical pourings” ally 
the transaction with the customary “three mystical dippings” 
which effect the one Baptism” purifying the soul. A dipping 
is no more truly a baptism than is a pouring. And the Patrists 
no more imagined a dipping to be a baptism, or the three dip- 
pings to be the one Christian baptism, than Origen imagined the 
three pourings to be the Carmel baptism. The baptisma was a 
“result, condition, effect,” of a power attributed to the water by 
special divine gift, developed in the one case by pouring and in 
the other case by dipping; but in neither case being the dipping 
or the pouring, nor in anywise dependent upon the one form or 
the other. The baptizing power was wholly and solely in the im- 
pregnated water. 
_ Grecory Naz. II, 421: “I have three overflowings (2xxAdsers) 
with which I will purify (cadeodow) the sacrifice, kindling fire by 
water (Sdaz-), which is most paradoxical; and casting down the 
prophets of shame using the power of the mystery.” 

Gregory is writing upon baptism, and especially magnifying, to 
those about to be baptized, the doctrine of the Trinity. In refer- 
ence to this doctrine and its power he says: ‘‘I have three stones 
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which I will sling against the enemy. I have three breathings 
with which I will give life tothe dead. I have three overflowings 
with which (ais) I will purify,” ete. The “three stones,” the 
‘“‘ three breathings,” the “ three overflowings,” are identified with 
the Trinity, from which they are fepresented as obtaining a power 
not inherent in the nature of a stone, or a breathing, or an over- 
flowing,and by which they are made divine agencies to accomplish 
what otherwise they were incompetent or unadapted to accom- 
plish. The stone, the breathing, the overflowing, were not receiving 
elements into which Goliath, *‘ the dead,” the altar, were to pass, 
but vehicles through which divine power was displayed. The 
transaction on Carmel is identified by Gregory with Christian 
- baptism, and its water is made an agency, and not a passive 
covering element. 

AmproseE I, 727: ‘Baptism like a fire consumes sins, for Christ 
baptizes by fire and the Spirit. You read this type in the Books 
of the Kings (3 Kings 18:34), where Elias put wood upon the 
altar, and said that they should throw (mtlerent) over it water 
from water-pots (de hydriis); and when the water flowed Elias 
prayed, and fire came down from heaven. Thou, O man! art 
upon the altar, who shalt be cleansed (ablueris) by water, whose 
sin is burned up, that thy life may be renewed... . John baptized 
into repentance (in penitentiam), and all Judea gathered together. 
Christ baptizes by the Spirit (¢n Spiritu); Christ gives grace, and 
men reluctantly assemble. Elias showed but a type of baptism 
(typum baptismatis) and opened heaven, which had been shut for 
three years and six months. How much greater blessings belong 
to the real baptism (veritatis).” 

Ambrose identifies the baptism of Elias, and the baptism of 
Christ, as type and antitype. It is absurd to say that one thing 
is the type of some other thing, when there is nothing in the 
declared type correspondent with the essential characteristic of 
the declared antitype. Now, the theory says, that the essential 
characteristic of Christian baptism (that without which it is no 
baptism) is the covering in water by dipping; but in the transac- 
tion on Carmel there is neither covering in water nor a dipping; 
therefore it is absurd to say that that in which there is nothing, 
answering to that which is the essence of some other thing, can 
be the type of that thing. But Ambrose declares that there is a 
typical relation between these things; and he further declares 
that this typical relation is found in the baptism which is common 
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to both; that in both baptisms there was a victim, the bullock 
upon the altar corresponding with the man laid upon the altar of 
faith (tu es homo super allare); that the water and fire of Elias 
correspond with the “Spirit and fire” of Christ; and as the water 
invested with the power of fire burned up the victim, and stones, 
and wood, so the water of Christian baptism impregnated with 
the power of the Holy Spirit does as a fire burn up sin in the soul. 
The Pdxtispa on Carmel was no water-covering; it was a type- 
ceremonial purification, having its antitype in the fdézropna of 
Christianity, in which there is no water-covering, but a real spirit- 
ual purification. Thus Ambrose has his justification, and the 
theory has its condemnation. 

There is another altar baptism very analogous to this, in which 
both sprinkling and pouring appear as the forms under which the 
baptism is effected. To this we will now briefly refer. 


Sprinkling and Pouring Baptism. 


2 MaccaBEEs 1: 20-36, ‘They found no fire but thick water. 
Then commanded he to take it up by dipping and bring it; and 
when the sacrifices were laid on, Nehemiah commanded the priests 
to sprinkle (ézeééavar) with the water (t@ Sdatr) both the wood and 
that which lay upon it. When this was done, and the time came 
that the sun shone, which afore was hid in the cloud, there was a 
great fire kindled, so that every man marvelled. . . . Now, when 
the sacrifice was consumed, Nehemiah commanded the water that 
was left to be poured (zaracyetv) upon the great stones. When 
this was done there was kindled a flame; but it was consumed by 
the light which shone from the altar. . . . It was told the king 
of Persia that Nehemiah had purified (jyvoav) the sacrifices there- 
with. And Nehemiah called this thing Naphthar, which inter- 
preted is Purification (xa0apropdcs).” 

AmproseE III, 174: “The narrative of the preceding event” 
(see Levit. 9:24), “Sand especially the sacrifice offered by Nehe- 
miah, betokens the Holy Spirit and Christian baptism (Christi- 
anorum baptisma). I think that we cannot be ignorant as to this 
fire, since we learn that the Lord Jesus baptizes by the Holy 
Spirit and fire. What, then, means the fire was made water, and 
the water kindling a fire,except that spiritual grace by fire burns, 
and by water cleanses our sins? 

. Fire also in the times of Elias descended. ... He 
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cleansed the victim (hostiam suam perfudit) thrice with water 
(aqua), and the water flowed around the altar, and they cry out, 
and fire fell from the Lord out of heaven and consumed the burnt 
offering. Thou art that victim (hostia illa tu es).” 

Ambrose declares this sprinklmg and pouring (not as simple 
forms of action, but forms of action conveying to the victim and 
the altar a fluid possessed of a power capable of purifying and 
consuming by fire the one and the other) to be a type baptism 
significant of Christian baptism, wherein the Holy Spirit, as fire, 
communicates to the water a power to burn up sin and to purify 
the soul. 

In this transaction,as in that on Carmel,there is no appearance 
_ of a dipping or a covering; the appearance of either is excluded 
by the declared presence and action of sprinkling and pouring. 
How, in the presence of these baptized sacrifices and altars, any 
one can say that to baptize is to dip and nothing but dip, and 
baptism is a water-covering, is inconceivable. It must be set 
down as a marvel of marvels among all the marvellous workings 
of the human intellect. But,on the other hand, we point to these, 
type baptisms as absolute demonstration that the Gdztisye of the 
Patrists had nothing whatever to do with a physical covering; 
while it did ever express a thorough change of condition, and in 
connection with Christian baptism (whether in type or antitype) 
a thorough change of condition by a purifying agency, which 
therefore assimilated the condition of the object to its own char- 
acteristic. 

While sprinkling and pouring appear in these baptisms, it must 
not be supposed that they are necessary toa baptism. A baptism 
has no exclusive dependence on sprinkling, pouring, or dipping. 
Because the theory (most erroneously) says, ‘To baptize is to 
dip, and to dip is to baptize,” its friends conclude and argue (just 
as erroneously) that others say, to baptize is to sprinkle or to 
pour, and to sprinkle or to pour is to baptize. Such is not our 
faith. We do not believe that faxcti{w means either to sprinkle 
or to pour. But we do believe that these are modes of action 
(among others) whereby the requirement of fazt/fw (in its re- 
ligious applications to which fdrmeya is limited) is perfectly 
effected. 

In proof that neither dipping, nor pouring, nor sprinkling, are 
necessary to a baptism, we will turn our attention to some cases 
in which neither of them appears. 
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Baptisms without Dipping, Pouring, or Sprinkling. 


Ciemens Romanus, 797: ‘Thou, therefore, O Bishop, wilt 
anoint, after this manner, the head of the baptized, whether men 
or women, with the holy oil, as a type of the epinitnal baptism 
(eis TOTOY TUD TyevpaTtxoD fantiopatos).” 

In this type head-anointing baptism dipping cannot exist; 
pouring or sprinkling may have place but only of accident and 
not of necessity. This oil is not the type of any action, but of a 
result, effect, the new condition of the soul invested with spiritual 
endowments—the fdztiopa resultant from the influence of the 
Holy Spirit. Of this result rich in gift and grace, a fragrant un- 
guent applied to the head is a manifest type—a type baptism. 
As the type of an act—dipping, pouring, sprinkling, it is non- 
sense. 

837: ‘¢ He that is reckoned worthy of martyrdom, let him rejoice 
in the Lord, as attaining such a crown and dying through confes- 
Sion, and if he should be but a Catechumen” (therefore unbap- 
tized) “let him die without sorrow, for the suffering (td doc) 
which is for Christ will be to him a truer baptism (yyyotwtepov 
Baxreispa).” , 

In this baptism there is neither dipping, pouring, or sprinkling, 
and yet there is a baptism more real, genuine, legitimate, truer, 
than the baptism by water. Such a statement is absurdly false 
if faxtispa be a physical covering; it is patently true if it be a 
condition of soul resultant from the influence of the Holy Spirit. 

Circumcision Baptism. Justin Martyr, 516: “Wash you and - 
be clean, and put away iniquities from your souls, as God com- 
mands you to wash this washing (Avdcac0at tvdto td Avutpdv) and to 
circumcise the true circumcision. ... This cireumcision of the 
flesh is not necessary for all, but for you only. For we have not 
received that profitless baptism which is of cisterns (t@» Adzzwy), 
for it is worthless (0ddé) compared with this baptism of life. 
Therefore God has exclaimed, because ye have left Him the living 
fountain and have hewn out for yourselves broken cisterns 
(Adxxovs) which cannot hold water. And you, indeed, who have 
been circumcised as to the flesh need our circumcision; but we, 
having this, have no need of that... . 537: What need, then, 
have I of circumcision having received witness from God? 
What need is there of that baptism (éxetuv tod Baxtiopatos) for 
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me, who have been baptized by the Holy Spirit (dytw Ivevpae Be- 
Boxtiopévw) ?” 

Justin uses “ broken cisterns ” (Adzzou¢ suvtettypévous), as Isaiah 
does, to represent all worthless substitutes, for God and his life- 
giving blessing. Among these Substitutes he places fleshly cir- 
cumcision, which he calls a baptism because it was for typical pu- 
rification, but being taken for real purification to the rejection of 
the true (that of the heart), Justin pronounces it (in this aspect) 
to be a “broken cistern ’—a worthless baptism to them and one 
of which he has no need, being baptized by the Holy Spirit, 
which is the antitype circumcision. 

It is unnecessary to say, that while in circumcision baptism 
. there is the most impressive exhibition of the necessity for puri- 
fication, there is no exhibition of a dipping, or pouring, or sprink- 
ling. 

Baptism of water as an element. Turtuny. III, 1082: “ We 
judge that no one can be baptized (by heretics) out of the Catho- 
lic Church, baptism being one and existing only in the Catholic 
Church. For it is written: ‘They have forsaken me the fountain 
of living waters and have hewn out for themselves broken cis- 
terns which cannot hold water.’ It is necessary, also, that the 
water be purified (za0apiZecdar) and sanctified first by the priest, 
that it may be able by its own baptism (t@ t0c@ faxtiopatc) to 
cleanse the sins of the baptized man (70d Baxtefopyévov dv0pwrov). 
For the Lord says, through the prophet Ezekiel; ‘And I will 
sprinkle you (f/aytiow) with pure water (za0ap@ Beart), and will 
purify you (za9ap), and will give you a new heart, and will give 
a new spirit within you.’ And how can a man being himself im- 
pure (dzd0aptos) and the Holy Spirit not with him, purify (xa0a- 
ptoot) and sanctify water? The Lord saying in Numbers: ‘ All 
things which the impure man shall touch shall be impure,’ how 
then, can he by baptizing remit sins to another when he cannot 
out of the Church remit his own sins ?” 

This is the doctrine and argument of Cyprian and of the 
Council of Carthage represented by him, showing that water 
itself must be baptized before it can baptize, which baptism of 
water consists neither in its being dipped, nor poured, nor sprin- 
kled, but in a thorough change of its condition by purification and 
sanctification, whereby it secures a new power by which it is able 
to baptize, z.e., to purify and sanctify. This water with a new 
quality, now becomes Sdwp xa0apor, and its new power is developed 
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(although not obtained) by sprinkling, and therefore (as Cyprian 
argues) The Lord says: “I will sprinkle (¢ayr’Sw) you xadapa 
§dact with the purified, baptized and therefore baptizing, purify- 
ing water.” This is Patristic doctrine on the subject of baptism 
(developed in a thousand ways) and it carries the theory away, 
as by a whirlwind, beyond their sympathy or recognition. 

Painting Baptism. CHRyYsOSsTOM (pars prior, 2) 235. ‘Do as 
painters in painting the likenesses of kings. Before the true 
color is put on they remove and repaint without restraint, cor- 
recting errors, and taking away imperfections; but after they 
have put on the proper color (<j fag) they are no longer mas- 
ters to change and to repaint, lest the beauty of the likeness be 
injured. Thus do: regard your soul as a likeness. Therefore 
before the true color of the Spirit (cj 44707 tod Mvebpatos Bagi) 
is laid upon it, blot out your evil practices, whether swearing, or 
lying, or rioting, or evil speaking, or any other unlawful practice, 
that you may not return to it again after baptism. The washing 
(ro Aovtpdv) makes sins disappear, do thou‘ correct the practice, 
that the colors (téy ypwxdrwy) being laid on, and the royal like- 
ness shining forth, you may not afterward blot out and mar the 
beauty given to thee by God.” 

This comparison of baptism to a royal portrait, by Chrysostom, 
brings out the feature of assimilation which Basil says belongs 
to baptism. Baptism is not merely a thorough change of condi- 
tion, but it is such a change stamped with the characteristic of 
that which baptizes—effects the change. The reason for this is 
obvious: fazriSw is derived from fdézrw and derives its character- 
istics from fdxtw second, TO DYE, TO COLOR, and not from Pdzrw 
Jirst, To Dip. Now, an object whose color is changed by a dye 
has not merely its color changed, but changed so as to partake 
of the same color with that which effects the change. So it is 
with an object whose condition is changed by a baptism. These 
changes have nothing to do with colors; that sphere is preoccu- 
pied; but it has to do with a closely related sphere, namely, that 
of qualities without color. Thus, wine has an intoxicating 
quality, and it baptizes a man by thoroughly changing his condi- 
tion, so that his condition is marked by the wine characteristic, 
intoxicating quality. Opiates have a soporific quality, and they 
baptize a man by thoroughly changing his condition, assimilating 
it to their characteristic, soporific quality. Water has, by nature, 
a deintoxicating quality, and it baptizes wine by taking away its 
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intoxicating quality, thus thoroughly changing its condition by 
bringing it into assimilation with its own unintoxicating charac- 
teristic. But water has not, by nature, a quality which enables 
it Christianly to baptize, that is, thoroughly to change the con- 
dition of the soul so as to remit sm, to regenerate, and bring out 
the ‘‘ Kingly likeness ” of Christ; but water itself is capable (so 
Patrists believed) of being baptized (= thoroughly changed in 
its nature) by a divine power,.so that it shall receive the purifying 
and sanctifying characteristics of that power, and not only so, 
but shall receive them in such fulness of power as to be able, in 
turn, to purify and sanctify. As this baptizing power is from the 
Holy Spirit, it follows, that in the baptized, thoroughly changed 
condition of the soul, a likeness to the divine Baptizer must be 
developed. It is on this basis, that the Royal likeness of Chrys- 
ostom is grounded. But if baptism be a dipping and a water 
covering, what then would be the picture in the soul? 
The theory falls under every form of trial. 


The evidence now presented showing that the Sdzricya of early 
Christian writers was not a physical water covering, but a spirit- 
ual condition of the sotl, and sometimes applied to the condition 
of the water as impregnated with a power making it capable of 
effecting such baptisma of the soul, is conclusive against the 
theory; but this evidence is capable of being indefinitely strength- 
ened by other, independent, lines of argument. Among these is 
that which goes to show, that what the theory claims to be the 
receiving element within which the baptized object passes (which 
withinness constitutes the Sdéztiopa) stands in no such relation to 
the baptism, but is (however used) the agency by which a spiritual 
fanticpa. is effected. 

The evidence for this is patent and abounding, and being ad- 
duced the foundation is taken from under the theory, and it falls 
out of sight. 

The presentation of some of this evidence, already of necessity 
referred to, will now engage our attention, 
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WATER AND SPIRIT IN PATRISTIC BAPTISM ARE NOT RECEIVING 
ELEMENTS BUT CONJOINT AGENCY. 


Water and Spirit Baptism. 


Frienps of the theory seem to imagine that the admission, 
that the bodies of the baptized, when in health, were momentarily 
covered in water in ancient times, is a verdict in favor of the 
theory as affirming that such covering is Christian baptism, and 
that Patristic writers did so believe and therefore did so practice. 
We wish therefore distinctly to say, that in adducing evidence to 
show, that ‘the Water and the Spirit” appear in Patristic bap- 
tism as recognized agencies and not as receiving elements, we 
have no purpose to deny or to question or to shadow this fact; 
‘but on the contrary to give it unhesitating acknowledgment. In 
doing so, however, we mean to enter a peremptory denial of the 
conclusion drawn from this fact, that this momentary covering in 
water was believed to be Christian baptism or any baptism what- 
ever. 

With this acknowledgment of a historical fact, we ask the ac- 
knowledgment, in turn, of another, just as patent, historical fact, 
namely: that those not in health were “almost daily” for more 
than a thousand years baptized without any water covering, by 
pouring and sprinkling. We do not, however, append to this 
fact the conclusion—* and these acts were Christian baptism, and 
were so believed to be, and therefore were practiced.” They be- 
lieved no such thing. We believe no such thing. But they did 
believe, that baptizing water used by sprinkling or pouring did 
as absolutely and as literally effect the Baprisma of Christianity 
as was effected by the momentary covering of the body in water. 
The theory must confront this fact living through the history of 
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a millenary of years. In attempting to do battle against it, resort 
should be had to something more effective than the cry —* Clinic 
baptism!” ‘“ Compend baptism!” ‘ Heclesiastical baptism!” 
Such tactics belong to China. They scatter no opposing ranks 
outside of the Celestial Empire., Others have learned, if the 
theory has not, that ‘‘ Ecclesiastical baptism” is the only valid 
baptism ; that ‘* Compend baptism” is ‘a most glorious baptism ;” 
while old Cyprian tells the sneerer at ‘Clinic baptism,” that he 
may have studied the mysteries of Clinicism with Hippocrates, 
but he has yet to learn from Jesus Christ as he blesses at the 
Clinic’s bedside. 

We accept the fact of a momentary covering in “ex ordine” 
baptism, and assume the responsibility of proving, that there was 
no baptism in said covering; but that the water so used was em- 
ployed as an agency to effect a baptism which was spiritual and 
not physical in its nature. 

But there is another fact, likewise extending through more than 
ten centuries, which it is desirable for the theory to acknowledge 
and explain. I refer to the fact that all persons, male and female, 
through this long period were covered in water divested of all 
clothing. 

For such a fact there must be a powerful reason. What was it? 
I know that some reasons can be presented in connection with a 
‘new birth,” a ‘‘ new life,” etc., which are all very inadequate to 
meet the case. But after some considerable examination I find \ 
none so satisfactory as that which is grounded in the peculiar 
character of the water, its wonderful power exercised over the 
body, and through the body upon the soul, and therefore, the de- 
sirableness of its being brought in contact with the naked body, , 
and the whole body. = 

If any better reason can be given I will be pleased to receive 
it; but until then I must say, that this naked water covering was 
a naked water washing, not grounded on the meaning of faxrifw 
to dip, but on the character attributed to the water, whose peculiar 
quality they sought thus to secure in the fullest manner possible. 

This reason is enforced by another fact, to wit: that evidence 
disproving “dip” to be the meaning of faxrifw has been adduced 
so conclusive, that no attempt has been made to gainsay it. 
Therefore, a designed momentary covering of an object in water 
by dipping cannot be a baptism in any kind of water whatever. 
This reasoning receives additional strength from the baptizing 
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water not being simple water, but water impregnated with a qual- 
ity with which it parts to an object dipped (not baptized) into it, 
sprinkled with it, or poured upon by it. In this respect resem- 
bling a dyeing liquid into which when an object is dipped (for the 
sake of securing its dyeing quality) the dipping is no more the 
dyeing, than is the sprinkling or the pouring, when the same dye- 
ing liquid parts with its quality under either of these processes. 
It would be an inexcusable error to convert fSdéxztw second into 
Bdntw first, because the former dyed a fleece through the action 
of dipping. It is a like error which seeks to convert the Patristic 
Banxtifw into dip, because the baptizing water parts with its quality 
to an object dipped into it, the effect of which quality is declared 
to be a fdxtispa; and more especially when this water sprinkled 
or poured is declared to effect the same identical paxtiopa. 
Another point which must be in present recollection in con- 
sidering this subject is, the Patristic inseparability of the water 
and the Spirit. The theory claims, that a momentary covering 
in simple water is Christian baptism. But there is no such water 
known to Patristic baptism. To say that this makes no difference 
is to talk as witlessly as to say: It makes no difference whether 
white linen be dipped into simple water, or into water empurpled 
by murex. There is difference ; in the one case the color remains 
unchanged, white ; and in the other case it is wholly changed, the 
white has become purple. The Patrists strenuously affirmed, 
that a dipping into simple water could by no possibility be Chris- 
tian baptism ; for the soul came out of such a dipping just as it 
went in, unwashen of sin and unregenerate in soul; while one 
dipped into “our water” came out thoroughly changed in con- 
dition, sins remitted and soul regenerate, or, in other words, bap- 
tized. The theory is at war with this old baptism at every point. 
It can find aid and comfort nowhere. Even the dipping which 
appears in the two systems is as diverse in its origin as can be 
conceived, and as diverse in the fSdxtopa sought as in the case of 
spring-water dipping and dye-vat dipping. A man dipped into 
simple water is neither Patristically nor Classically baptized. A 
man put within simple water in any way, for an unlimited time, 
is Classically, but not Patristically baptized. A man cannot be 
Patristically baptized in simple water by any means, whether 
sprinkling, pouring, dipping, or (what is a very different thing) 
MERSING through ten thousand years. The reason for this is the 
same as that which makes it impossible for white linen to be dyed 
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by being sprinkled, poured upon, dipped, or mersed in simple 
water whether for a moment or forever. Patristic baptism is due 
to a quality which simple water does not possess and therefore 
cannot give. Simple water becomes ‘baptized water” with the 
power to baptize, by means of a,quality divinely communicated 
to it; which quality exerts its power, equally and perfectly, over 
an object dipped into it, poured upon by it, or sprinkled with it. 
That this is true, and that thus only can Patristic baptism receive 
any valuable interpretation, must now be proved. 


Conjoined Agency. 


A Benedictine monk commenting on Tertullian (III, 1175) 
‘says, with reference to John’s statement of Jesus, ‘He shall bap- 
tize you with the Holy Spirit and fire.” ‘‘ Certainly he did not 
exclude water from the baptism of Christ; but John intends to 
signify only this, that his cleansing was only simple, that is, ex- 
ternal, effected by simple water (Suam ablutionem solum simpli- 
cem esse, simplici nimirum aqua exterius factam); but the 
cleansing (ablutionem) of Christ by the future Baptism would be 
elevated to a higher mystery and also to the inner cleansing of 
the soul, which cannot be effected without the grace of the Holy 
Spirit (que sine gratia Spiritus sancti nequit).” 

This is a correct representation of Patristic views, except that 
it does not give sufficient spirituality to John’s baptism. It is 
their initial error on the subject of Christian baptism. This error 
did not consist in believing, that the use of water was to be per- 
petuated under Christianity; but that it was to have no distinct 
use and value as the ministration of men; its character as simple, 
symbol water in a distinct ritual use, disappearing by a merge- 
ment in the Holy Spirit, by whose influence it became thoroughly 
impregnated, and thus was made the vehicle through which his 
divine power was exerted to remit sin and to regenerate the soul. 

For this destructive mersion of a symbol baptism with simple 
water by men, in the real baptism of the Holy Spirit by the Lord 
Jesus Christ, there is no scriptural warrant. John neither says 
nor implies, that water will enter into that baptism which is to be 
personally administered by Christ. When that baptism was ad- 
ministered at Jerusalem and at Czsesarea, no water entered into 
it. When its universal application to his people is spoken of— 
‘6 We are all baptized by one Spirit into one body” (1 Cor. 12: 
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13), water is wholly eliminated. And when baptism by water is 
spoken of (John 4: 2) as done in the presence and by the author- 
ity of Jesus, we are carefully guarded against the error of sup- 
posing that Jesus took any personal part in such baptism. Thus 
we are guarded both positively and negatively against the intro- 
duction of water into that baptism which was to be personally 
administered by Christ. He did baptize by the Holy Spirit. He 
did not baptize by water. There is a symbol baptism through 
simple water by men. There is no baptism through impregnated 
water by the Lord Jesus Christ. om 

No worthy estimate can be formed of the Christianity of these 
“ Christian Fathers” without remembering, that they did most 
emphatically deny the power of “simple” water to remit sin and 
to regenerate the soul, and that their mixed agency of ‘ water 
and Spirit’? was, as to its power, nothing but the baptism of the 
Holy Spirit. The imagined conjunction of this divine agency 
with water administered by men necessarily led to other manifold 
errors, notwithstanding most sedulous efforts to guard against 
them, by teaching vital and antagonistic doctrines inculcating the 
necessity of personal repentance, faith, and godly living. But the 
adorable Head of the Church most effectually prevented this error 
from fruiting out in its worst forms by administering his own bap- 
tism of the Spirit (unmixed with water) from the skies, and gird- 
ling his people with the prison and the amphitheatre; the sword 
and the fire ! 

A few extracts will show the teaching of this conjoint and 
synchronously operating agency. 

TertuLy. III, 1057: ‘ Except a man be born again of water 
and Spirit” (John 3:5). ‘This is that Spirit which in the be- 
ginning was borne above the waters. For neither can the Spirit 
operate without the water, nor the water without the Spirit.” 

IIT, 1132, Councin or Carruace: “ For water only, unless it 
have the Holy Spirit also, cannot purge sins or sanctify man. 
Wherefore they must admit the Holy Spirit to be there where they 
say baptism is, or that baptism is not where the Holy Spirit is 
not: for baptism cannot be where the Holy Spirit is not.” 

AvGusTINE IX, 206: ‘It is true that every one who shall enter 
into the kingdom of God, is first born again of water and the 
Spirit.” VI, 255: * For his baptism was not like that of John 
with water only; but also by the Holy Spirit.” 

That this quality given to simple water by the Spirit has a 
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generic resemblance to water to which a dyeing quality has been 
communicated, is shown by the following extract. 

AmprosE I, 867: ‘‘ Have mercy upon me, O Lord, according to 
thy loving kindness and according to the multitude of thy tender 
mercies blot out my iniquity and-cleanse me from my sin” (Ps. 
51:1). ‘David does not desire so much to be washed frequently 
as to be washed perfectly (in multum lava). He knew many 
means of cleansing according to the Law, but none was full and 
perfect. Therefore he eagerly hastens to that perfect one by 
which all righteousness is fulfilled, which is the sacrament of bap- 
tism, as the Lord teaches—‘ Thus it becometh us to fulfil all 
righteousness.’ The divine word cleanses, our confession cleanses, 

_right thinking cleanses, just working cleanses, also, a good con- 
versation cleanses. Every one cleansed by these things more 
readily imbibes and as it were appropriates to himself a splendor 
of spiritual grace. In a word t is not by one infusion of a fleece 
that a precious dye shines forth, but first the fleece is tinged with 
an inferior color, afterwards by repeated dyeings the natural ap- 
pearance is effaced and is changed by a different color, and thus 
a dye as of a fuller washing, is secured, so that a truer and better 
purple empurples the fleece. As therefore in a purple dye there 
are very many murices, so in the washing of regeneration there is 
a multitude of mercies that iniquity may be blotted out. There- 
fore he who is washed thoroughly is cleansed from unrighteous- 
ness and from sin, and lays aside the habit of sinning which has 
grown in the inclinations and the will, and loses the quality 
itself.” . 

The most earnest friends of the theory admit that dyetng may 
be effected by sprinkling or pouring. The Patrists for like rea- 
son regarding ‘‘our water” as generically like a dye; that is to 
say, simple water with a superadded quality capable of communt- 
cating the characteristic of that quality in various ways, therefore, 
believed that baptizing was by sprinkling or pouring, as truly as 
in any other conceivable way. 


Special Quality and Power given to Waters. 


TERTULL. II, 734: ‘*The madness of the heretic Menander is 
spit out declaring that death neither pertains to nor can reach his 
disciples. . . . They who put on his baptism are made immortal, 
and incorruptible, and immediately partakers of the resurrection. 
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We read, indeed, of many kinds of wonderful waters: those of 
Lyncesta which made drunk, of Colophon which made frantic, of 
Nonacris tinctured with poison. There was, also, a healing pool 
of Judza before Christ. The poet tells of the Stygian pools wash- 
ing away death; but if Menander should merse into the Styx (in 
Stygam mergit) death must intervene to reach the Styx, for it is 
in the infernal regions. But what or where is that felicity of 
waters which John the Baptizer did not foreadminister, nor 
Christ himself make known? What is this bath of Menander ? 
It must belong to magic art.” j 

Tertullian recognizes the fact that various qualities are found 
superadded to those qualities which are inherent in simple water, 
whereby they are capable of exerting an influence which simple 
water cannot exert. He says, that Menander claimed a special 
quality for his baptizing water. And he claims, that there were 
special qualities belonging to the water used by John and Christ. 
But the several qualities of these waters was variously developed, 
some by drinking, some by stepping into, some by dipping, etc. 
And in like manner Tertullian and all his associates declare that 
the peculiar quality which they attributed to their water was vari- 
ously developed, by dipping, by pouring, and by sprinkling, or 
they declare nothing. 

The theory hopelessly breaks down in treating Patristic water 
as simple water; as it does, indeed, in every other direction. The 
quo modo of communicating this quality is shown in the foilowing 
passages. 


Quality communicated to Baptizing Water. 


By the Holy Spirit. Tertutt. 1, 1203: “A figure of baptism is 
presented by the Spirit of God which from the beginning was 
borne above the waters about to reform the imbued. The holy 
was borne above the holy; or that which bore was sanctified by 
that which was upborne. . Since whatever substance underlies 
receives the quality of that which overlies, especially does a cor- 
poreal substance receive a spiritual quality being readily pene- 
trated and controlled by the subtilty of its nature. So, the nature 
_ of the waters having been sanctified by the Holy, it receives itself 
the power to sanctify. . .. All waters therefore have the power 
to effect the sacrament of sanctification, God being invoked. 
For immediately the Spirit from heaven comes and is above the 
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waters sanctifying them by himself, and so, they being sanctified, 
imbibe the power of sanctifying. . . . Therefore the waters having 
received healing virtues (medicatis) through the intervention of 
the Angel, both the soul is corporeally purified by the waters and 
the body is spiritually cleansed bythe same. The heathen, ignor- 
ant of spiritual things, ascribe the same power to their idols, but 
with unmarried waters (—unimpregnated with healing virtues, 
viduis aquis), they deceive themselves.” 

1205: “If it should seem a strange thing that the holy Angel 
of God should intermeddle with the waters, we have an illustra- 
tion in the troubling of the waters of the pool of Bethesda, into 
which whosoever first went down was healed after the washing. 

.This figure of a corporeal medicine announced a spiritual medi- 
cine (medicinam) by such form as carnal things always precede, 
as a figure, spiritual things. The grace of God blessing men has 
added more to the waters of the Angel; what remedied the 
imperfections of the body, now heal the soul; what wrought tem- 
poral soundness, now effects eternal; what released once in the 
year, now profits the people every day; death being destroyed by 
the washing:away of sins. Man is restored to the likeness of 
God.” 

DipyMus ALEXANDER, 692: ‘The indivisible and ineffable 
Trinity foreseeing the frailties of humanity, in creating a fluid 
substance out of nothing prepared for men the healing of the 
waters. Accordingly the Holy Spirit by his movement upon the 
waters, appears from that time to have sanctified them and made 
them life-giving. For it is evident to every one, that what over- 
lies imparts of its own quality to that which underlies, and all 
underlying matter is accustomed to take of the peculiarity of that 
which overlies. Whence baptism belongs to all water indiscrimi- 
nately, in necessity, as waters are of one nature and all are sancti- 
fied. Moses says: ‘The Spirit of the Lord was borne above the 
waters.’ ... The pool of Bethesda is confessedly an image of 
baptism but not having the very truth; for an image is for the 
time, but the truth is forever. Therefore the water in it was 
moved once a year by an Angel, and one only, he that stepped 
first down, was healed of bodily disease but not of spiritual. But 
true (addevtexdv) baptism, after the appearing of the Son and of the 
Holy Spirit, every day, or every hour, or, to speak most truly, 
continually, frees forever all who step down from all sin. The 
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Angel who troubled the water was the Forerunner of the Holy 
Spirit.” 

JeROME II, 161: ‘How is the soul which has not the Holy 
Spirit.purged from old defilements? For water does not wash 
(lavat) the soul unless it is first washed (lavatur) by the Holy 
Spirit that it may be able spiritually to wash others. ‘The Spirit 
of the Lord, says Moses, was borne above the waters.’ From 
which it appears that baptism is not without the Holy Spirit. 
Bethesda, a pool of Judea, could not heal diseased bodies except 
through the coming of an Angel, and do you offer to me a soul 
washed by simple water (simplici aqua) as from a bath?” 

The baptism of Tertullian, as well as that of Didymus and of 
Jerome, was a soul-washing through a special power medicating 
the waters, and they rejected with disdain the idea that ‘‘ simple 
water’ in the hands of an idolater or of a bath-keeper could bap- 
tize; not because of those who used it, but because they used 
“simple” and not divinely ‘‘ medicated” waters. How long would 
it take the theory to get the imprimatur of such men to its dip- 
ping into “simple water’? 

This medicated quality, by which and not by a dipping, bap- 
tism is effected, is, also, attributed to the Lord Jesus Christ. 

Baptizing quality received through Christ. IGnarTius, 660: 
* Jesus Christ was born and baptized that he might purify (xaéa- 
pion) the water by his passion.” 

TeERTULL. II, 615: “‘ Christ having been baptized, that is sanc- 
tifying (sanctificante) the waters by his baptism.” 

Ambrose III, 627: “ Perhaps some one may say, ‘ Why did 
he who was holy wish to be baptized?’ Hear, then: Christ was 
therefore baptized, not that he might be sanctified by the waters, 
but that he might sanctify the waters, and by his own purity 
purify the stream which he touches ; for the consecration of Christ 
is a greater consecration of the element. For when the Saviour 
is washed (abluitur) the whole water is cleansed (mundatur) for 
our baptism, and the fountain is purified (purificatur), that the 
grace of the washing may be supplied to the people coming after.” 

Marc Hremirm, 927: “ He indeed needed no washing, for it 
is written of him, ‘He did no sin;’ and where there is no sin there 
can be no remission. The waters for our washing were sanctified 
and purged by him.” 

Epipaantivs II, 880: “Christ baptized by John came to the - 
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waters, not needing washing (Aovrpod), to give rather than to re- 
ceive; giving them power for those who were to be perfected.” 

The proof is absolute that ‘ simple water” could not patristi- 
cally baptize (could it not cover? ‘what is baptism in one case is 
baptism in another” Carson), and ‘that it might be qualified so to 
do, a special quality was divinely conferred upon it, enabling it, 
in turn, to confer like quality. 

This office of efficient agency, not “to dip,” not “to cover,” 
but, to purify, to sanctify, to remit sin, and to regenerate, these 
waters, thus qualified, did, according to Patristic faith, abun- 
dantly exercise. In evidence of which see these further. quota- 
tions: 
~ 'TERTULL. II, 720: “* When he comes to the faith formed anew 
(reformata) by the second birth by means of water and power 
from on high (ex aqua et superna virtute).” 

Cuemens Avex. I, 279: “If Christ was perfect, why was the 
perfect one baptized? To fulfil the human profession. He is 
perfected by the washing only (t@ dovrpd yévw) and the coming 
of the Spirit. This same thing happens to us of whom the Lord 
was an exemplification. Being baptized we are illuminated; 
being illuminated we are made sons; being made sons we are per- 
fected ; being perfected we are made immortal. He says: ‘I have 
said ye are Gods; and all of you sons of the Most High.’ This 
is variously designated as grace, and illumination, and perfection, 
and washing (Aourpév). It is called washing (/outpdv) because we 
are cleansed from our sins.” 

Oriaen I, 601: “* We must remember that we have sinned 
and that the remission of sins cannot be received without bap- 
tism; and that according to the evangelical laws we cannot be 
baptized again into the remission of sins by water and Spirit 
(Sdare xde Mvebpart Pantiodabat).” 

Cyr, 425: ** Rejoice, O Heavens, and be glad, O Harth, because 
of those who are about to be sprinkled (éayrtZec0ar) with hyssop 
and to be purified (xadapifec0a) by the spiritual (7@ vont) hyssop, 
by the power of Him who drank at his passion from the hyssop 
and the reed. ... Prepare pure vessels and sincere faith of the 
soul for the reception of the Holy Spirit. Begin to wash your 
garments through repentance, that being called to the bride- 
chamber ye may be found pure... . That the souls of you all 
may be found not having spot, or wrinkle, or any such thing; I 
do not say before the receiving of the grace, for how could this 
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be, since you are called for the remission of sins, but that the 
grace being given, an uncondemning conscience may be found 
concurrent with the grace.” 429: ‘* Do not regard this washing as 
by SIMPLE water, but as by the spiritual grace given with the water 
(tH mvevpatan ydprte peta tod Bdatos). ... For as sacrifices upon 
the altars are by nature pure, but become polluted by the invoca- 
tion of idols, so, on the contrary, the simple water (16 Artév Bdwp) 
receiving the invocation of the Holy Spirit, and of Christ, and 
of the Father, acquires the powER of sanctification (divapsy dytéry- 
tos). For, since man is twofold, constituted of soul and body, 
purification also is twofold, that which is incorporeal by that 
which is incorporeal, but that which is physical by that which is 
physical. The water indeed purifies the body, but the Spirit seals 
the soul, that having been sprinkled (¢¢favteopevor) as to the heart 
by the Spirit and washed as to the body with pure water (xadapé 
ddatt), we may come unto God. Therefore being about to go 
down into the water do not regard the bareness of the water (ro 
Y~u@ tod datos), but expect salvation from the power (évepyeta) of 
the Holy Spirit, for without both it is impossible to be perfected 
(terecwO7vat). It is not I that say this, but the Lord Jesus Christ 
has the power of the case; he says, ‘ Except a man be born again,’ 
and adds, ‘ by water and the Spirit, he cannot enter into the king- 
dom of God.’ Nor has one perfect grace who being baptized by the 
water (t@ date) has not received the Holy Spirit; nor if any one 
distinguished by good works should fail to receive the seal by water 
(ot Bdaro¢) will he enter into the kingdom of heaven. This dec- 
laration is bold, but it is not mine; it is Jesus who declares it. 
Here is the proof: Cornelius a just man deemed worthy of the 
vision of angels, whose prayers and alms were as a monument 
before God in heaven, on whom with his fellow-believers the Spirit 
was poured out (ézez60y), after the grace of the Spirit, ‘ Peter 
commanded them, in the name of Jesus Christ, to be baptized.’ 
In order that, the soul having been regenerated through faith (dd 
ti¢ xlotews), the body also might receive grace through the water 
(da tod Bdatos). But if any one wishes to know why grace is 
given through water (d:a Sdaros) and not through some other ele- 
ment, reading the Scriptures he will find out. For water is some 
great thing, the best of the four great elements of the world; and 
before the six days’ work ‘the Spirit of God moved upon the 
water.’ ... The laver within the tabernacle was the symbol of 
baptism (cbpPodoy rod Bantispatos),” 
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AveustinE VI, 255: ‘“Christ’s baptism was not like that of 
John with water only, but also by the Holy Spirit; so that whoso- 
ever believes in Christ might be regenerated by that Spirit (de 
illo Spiritu) by whom (de quo) Christ was begotten (generatus).” 

VI, 1209: “You ought not to’ estimate these waters by the 
sight but by the mind. ... God sanctified through which . .. by 
virtue of his power, secret sins which are not seen are washed 
away. The Holy Spirit works in that water, so that those who 
before baptism were guilty of many sins, and would have burned 
with the devil in eternal fire, merit, after baptism, to enter into 
the kingdom of heaven.” 

This is evidence enough to show that Patristic baptism cannot 
be effected without the joint presence and coaction of water and 
the Holy Spirit; and, consequently, that that baptism was some- 
thing else than simple dipping into simple water which constitutes 
the solitaire gem of the theory. This truth, however, may be 
enforced by a few passages which make special mention of the 
power on which baptism depends, and without which no amount 
of water and no mode of using water could effect this baptism. 

The Baptizing Power, Moral and Divine. TeErrutt. II, 375: 
“‘Christ cleanses the stains of the seven capital sins—idolatry, 
blasphemy, murder, adultery, fornication, false witness, fraud. 
Wherefore Naaman washed in the Jordan seven times, as if each 
one separately and that at the same time he might receive expia- 
tion of the whole seven, for the power (vis) and fulness of one 
washing belongs to Christ alone.” 

The ‘¢vis” ascribed to baptizing water is essentially diverse 
from that accompanying the Jordan water. No physical quality 
or power can cleanse the soul of ‘the seven capital sins.” 

Eusesius II, 1212: ** When Constantine thought that the end 
of his life had come, and that this was the time for the purification 
(za0dépcews) of all sins of his life, and believing that these would 
be thoroughly cleansed from the soul by the power (duvdper) of the 
mystical words and the saving washing, he expressed his desire 
for the rite ‘for the salvation of God,’ and ‘for the seal of immor- 
tality.’ ” 

Gregory Naz. II, 396: “The image of the Emperor stamped 
in wax from a ring of iron or gold is the same, so is the power of 
baptism (faxtiopatos dbvayte) the same, whether administered by 
presbyter or bishop, for the grace is of the Spirit.” 

II, 421: ‘I have three overpourings upon the wood with which 
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I will purify the sacrifice, kindling a fire by water, that most won- 
derful thing! and will overthrow the prophets of idolatry, using 
the power (dvvdyes) of the mystery.” 

Epippantus II, 880: “Christ coming to the waters, giving 
rather than receiving, illumining them, investing them with power 
(2vdwvapav) for the sake of those afterward to be perfected, 
... that they might receive power (tj dbvayy) proceeding from 
him.” 

This investiture of the waters with the power (divapts, vis, virtus, 
qualitas) to baptize = to remit sin and to regenerate, has a like 
generic character with the investiture of the Apostles with 
“power” (dsvayis) by the Holy Spirit for the Apostolic office. 
The nature of the power in the two cases differs; but the inves- 
titure with @ power thoroughly changing the condition of the 
recipient, with the ability to exercise that power to change the 
condition of others, is common to both, and in both cases the 
power conferred is said to baptize alike the waters and the Apos- 
tles. 

The ‘‘ power” (dévayec) conferred upon the Apostles and their 
baptism by the Holy Ghost through the conferring of such power 
is thus presented by Cyril. 

Cyrit, 985: “* The Holy Spirit descended that he might endue 
with power, and that he might baptize the Apostles (va édden 
ddvapy (xar) iva Baxtion tods dxootdous). For the Lord says, ‘ Ye 
shall be baptized by the Holy Spirit not many days hence.’ The 
grace (ydprs) is not limited, but the power (dsvayts) is complete. 
For as one covered and baptized (¢vddvwy zat SaxteZduevos) in the 
waters is surrounded on all sides by the waters, so also they were 
completely baptized by the Spirit. But the water is poured around 
(xeprycttat) externally, while the Spirit completely baptizes the 
soul internally. Andwhywonder? Take a physical illustration, 
trivial and simple, but useful to less cultivated persons. If fire’ 
penetrating through the density of iron renders the whole fire, 
and that which was cold becomes hot, and that which was black 
becomes bright; if fire being matter works so readily, entering 
within material iron, why do you wonder if the Holy Spirit enters 
within the inmost parts of the soul? . . . ‘And filled all the house 
where they were sitting.’ The house was made the receptacle of 
the spiritual water. The disciples sat within, and the whole house 
was filled; they were therefore completely baptized according to 
the promise. They were invested (éveddc0ycav) both soul and body 
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with divine and saving vesture (duc). ‘And cloven tongues as © 
of fire sat on each of them, and they were all filled of the Holy 
Spirit.’ They received fire, not burning, but saving fire, destroy- 
ing indeed the thorns of sins, but illumining the soul.” 

1. In this passage ‘‘to endue with power,” and ‘‘to baptize,” 
are equivalent expressions. The editor says he has introduced 
“and” between them— that he might endue with power,” and 
“that he might baptize.” Whether with or without this connec- 
tive the phrases are equivalent and mutually expository. They 
are so used in Scripture—* Ye shall be baptized with the Holy 
Ghost” (Acts 1:5); ‘ Ye shall receive power (dbvayy) from the 
Holy Ghost” (v. 8). It was the * power” (ddvays) given to the 

_waters which baptized them; it was the ‘ power” (ddvayes) given 
to the Apostles which baptized them. Herein is renewed evidence 
that a thorough change of condition, assimilating to the charac- 
teristic of the power effecting such change, is a baptism. 

2. The double illustration by an object perfectly encompassed 
in water, and a mass of iron penetrated and pervaded by fire, 
thoroughly changing the condition of the iron, and assimilating 
it to that of fire, converting coldness into hotness, blackness into 
brightness, sustains the results of this Inquiry into the nature of 
a baptism in the most absolute manner. It is also a perfect 
exemplification of the definition given by Basil. An object wholly 
within water, without limitation of mode in effecting such condi- 
tion, or of time in abiding in such condition, has been insisted upon 
throughout this Inquiry as a physical baptism. Such is the bap- 
tism spoken of by Cyril. Such a condition is not a momentary 
dipping. A dipping is precluded by its very nature of momenta- 
riness from being a baptism. <A dipping into BAPTIzING water may 
effect a baptism by reason of the nature of the water; but the 
dipping, in such case, is no more the baptism, than the dipping 
white linen into Tyrian purple is the resultant purple dye. Cyril 
had no idea of resting his illustration in the simple encompassing 
of an object with water for an indefinite period; that would by no 
means answer his purpose. He wants influence. Nothing can 
more fully develop influence than the enfolding of an object within 
the influential agency. And the consequent penetrating, per- 
vading, and controlling influence, thoroughly changing the condi- 
tion of an object, becomes the basis of the secondary use of Bantifw 
in Classic writers, and is its exclusive use in religious applications 
among all writers, Jewish, Inspired, and Patristic. Therefore it 
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is that a mass of iron not covered over in fire, but fully under its 
influence, however that influence may have been brought to bear 
upon it, and made through all its substance fiery, hot, and bright, 
is baptized by fire. So, Cyril says, the soul is baptized by the 
Holy Spirit, not by an external surrounding, but by penetrating, 
pervading, and controlling the soul in its inner being. 

3. The idea of the house being filled with ‘spiritual water,” 
and the Apostles being baptized in it because they were sitting 
in the house, is, of course, neither founded in Scripture nor in fact. 
But if it were the theory would be ruined; for in sucha baptism 
there would be lacking both the form of the act and the momen- 
tariness essential to the act. But again; such encompassing bap- 
tism would not suit Cyril’s purpose any more than it would suit the 
teaching ofthe Scriptures. Ifthe Apostles had remained sitting 
in the house encompassed by ‘spiritual water” until this hour, 
they would no more have received the scriptural baptism of the 
Spirit than if they had been sitting on the house-top, and no drop 
of “spiritual water” had ever come down from heaven. 

The Apostles were not baptized by the Holy Ghost until his in- 
fluence entered within their souls and left there his own divine 
light and grace as tokens of his “power.” Neither here nor 
anywhere else do the Scriptures know anything of an outward 
encompassing baptism. And in this respect Patristic baptism is ° 
identical with that of the Scriptures. That baptism is a baptism 
of ‘‘ power,” the power of a divine influence, and the momentary 
encompassing of the naked body with the water in which this 
power was supposed to reside, was merely a mode for developing 
that power in “ex ordine” baptism, but was neither the baptism, 
nor in any wise essential to the baptism, as every page of Patristic 
writings through a thousand years clearly shows. 

A few passages showing the development of this dvvayis as an 
agency will now be presented. 

The divans of baptizing water as an agency. Grecory Naz. 
III, 463: “ The grace of baptism (Adetpoto ydprs) is one of the 
helps given to men. For, as the children of the Hebrews escaped 
death by the christic blood (aiyare ypcorw) which purified the door- 
posts when the first born of the Egyptians perished in one night, 
so, also to me is this baptism (cgpdyrz) of God which delivers 
from evil; a seal indeed to infants (vyzdzors) but, also, a healing 
and the best seal to grown-up men, divinely flowing from Christ.” 
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This metrical version is given: 


-.. ‘ Presidium unum est lustrica lympha, 
Nam velut Hebrezis perfusi sanguine postes 
A pueris olim arcebant pestemque necemque 
Una primigeni fetus cum nocte perirent 
Aigypte, signum nobis est haud secus unda 
Lustralis ; signum pueris tantum modo, verum 
Grandibus et signum simul et medicina salubris, 
Munifico a Christo manans.”’.. . 


Such is the helpful agency residing in this baptizing ddvauec. 

Augustine VI, 695: ‘The devil rages when he sees us freed 
from his oppression by (per) the water of baptism. Cry to your 
Moses, the Lord Jesus Christ, that he may smite with the rod of 
his Cross the sea of baptism, so that the water may return and 
cover the Egyptians, so that as none of the Egyptians remained, 
none of your sins may remain.” 

Under the divayrcs of this water sins were baptized (Classically) 
in the pool and left, after the dipping of the subject, at its bottom, 
as were the Heyptians in like manner baptized and left at the 
bottom of the sea. . 

TERTULL. I, 1202: ‘The waters were commanded in the be- 
ginning to bring forth living creatures. It is not to be wondered 
at therefore if the waters in baptism are able to give life. ... 
If I were to relate all the power (vis) of this element, or how 
great an instrument (instrumentum) it is, I am afraid that I 
should appear to rehearse the praises of water rather than the 
qualities of baptism.” 

Water has a “‘ power” (vis, ddvauts) making it competent as an 
agency (instrumentum) “to give life.” This is enough for our 
present purpose, the showing that baptizing water is not a mere 
receiving element, but is an agency whose dtvayc (patristically 
regarded) is divine. 

Another line of proof showing the impossibility that water 
should be regarded as baptizing by inclosing its object, and not 
by its power exerted in thoroughly changing the condition of 
such object howsoever that power might be exerted, is seen in 
the use of Cases and Prepositions, as in the following examples: 

Cases and Prepositions reject receptivity and establish agency. 
Cyrit, 930: ‘Our bodies have received oneness through (per) 
that washing which is for incorruption; but our souls through 
(per) the Spirit. 1247: As Naaman the Syrian leper baptized 
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himself seven times in the Jordan and was purified, so we lepers 
by sin are purified through the holy water (6:4 rod dytov bédatos) 
and the invocation of the Lord, from old sins; like new-born 
children, we are spiritually born again, as the Lord said: ‘Ex- 
cept a man be born again through water and Spirit (6% Bdato¢ xat 
Ilvebpatos) he shall not enter into the kingdom of heaven.’”’ 

Ciuemens ALEX. I, 285: ‘Our sins are remitted by one perfect 
remedy (Iawviw gapydzw) spiritual Baptism (Aoywxé farxttopar). 
For all our sins are immediately washed away and immediately 
we are no more sinful.” se 

Justin Martyr, 793: ‘*For Christ being the first born of 
every creature, became also the beginning of another race which 
was born again by him, through water (6: datos), and faith, and 
wood, which was the mystery of his Cross.” 

Oricen II, 100: ‘They who are regenerated through the di- 
vine baptism (0:4 tod Oetou Baxtiopatos) are placed in Paradise, 
that is, in the church.” 

Gregory Naz. III, 960: ‘The washing of Christ was the pu- 
rification of my waters. The water and the blood flowing to- 
gether from his side was the twofold Baptism, by washing and by 
suffering (Aobtpov xat réOovs).” s 

JEROME XI, 587: *“* There flowed out water and blood.” ‘ Re- 
mission is by (per) blood ; Baptism is by (per) water.” 593: “TI 
baptize you with water, he shall baptize you with the Holy Spirit.” 
‘“ What difference is there between water and the Holy Spirit 
who.was ‘borne above the water?’ Water is the agency of man 
(ministerium hominis), but the Spirit is the agency of God (min- 
isterium Det).” 

If there is force in evidence this will suffice to take the water 
of baptism out of the category of a quiescent receiving element 
and place it among the most energetic of agencies. 

Passing by other evidence I proceed to adduce, finally, on this 
aspect of the case, evidence from the manner in which the water 
is said to have been used, to show that it occupied in relation to 
the baptism the position of agency, and that the baptism was not 
a physical covering within simple water: 

Sprinkling, washing, dipping, not baptism, but means. ALEX- 
ANDER I, Papa 1065: *“‘ We bless the water sprinkled with salt 
(sale conspersam) that all sprinkled (asperst) by it may be sanc- 
tified and purified (sanctificentur et purificentur), which we com- 
' mand to be done by all priests. For if the ashes of a heifer 
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sprinkled with blood sanctified and cleansed the people (sancti fi- 
cabat atque mundabat), much more water sprinkled with salt and 
consecrated by divine prayers, sanctifies and cleanses the people. 
And if by salt sprinkled by the prophet Elisha the sterility of water 
was healed, by how much more h&ving been consecrated by di- 
vine prayers does it take away the sterility of human things, and 
sanctifies, and cleanses, and purges, and multiplies other bless- 
ings? For if we believe that the sick were healed by a touch 
of the hem of the Saviour’s garment, by how much more are ele- 
ments divinely consecrated by the power (virtute) of his sacred 
words, whereby human frailty receives healing of body and 
soul ?”’ 

This salt-sprinkled water was not the “ baptizing water,” but 
it did, like that, secure a ‘‘ power” (virtus) to purify, to sanctify, 
to purge, and to bless, the body and the soul. And this power 
was developed, like that, by sprinkling. And as this purification, 
sanctification, purgation, and blessing of the body and the soul, 
was not the sprinkling, but was a result effected by the sprinkling, 
so, the remission of sins and the regeneration of the soul is not 
the sprinkling of baptizing water, but is the result produced by 
it. It is a patent error to suppose that salt sprinkled in a foun- 
tain, or heifer ashes sprinkled on masses of people, or consecrated 
salt water, or water impregnated with a divine ddvayic, has no con- 
trolling power beyond the spot upon which the drops may fall. 
The entire fountain is healed though the great body of the gush- 
ing’ waters has not been touched by the salt; the whole mass of 
the people is healed although individuals may not have been 
touched by one particle of the heifer ashes ; and the whole ‘‘ body 
and soul” is purified and sanctified by the consecrated and im- 
pregnated water through the falling of sprinkling drops. It is 
the wildest of errors to suppose that Baxtfw and Sdrtiopya have a 
physical representation in these water droppings; their represen- 
tation is found exclusively in the result of this action, and the 
breadth of that result is to be measured not by the size of a drop, 
but by the far-reaching ‘virtus” of the consecrated water of 
Alexander, and of the ddvayic of the impregnated Patristic water. 
This breadth is said to be complete—to cover “ body and soul,” 
and it is to this completeness in their changed condition which 
originates and finds exposition in farrilw and Béxtopa. 

If the theory asserts that Patristic writers in treating of Chris- 
tian baptism use these terms to express physical relations and 
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results, they must make their assertions in the ears of those 
unacquainted with these writings if an admiring auditory is ex- 
pected. 

TERTULLIAN I, 1169: ‘¢ Our hands, which, with the whole body, 
we have once washed in Christ (in Christo semel lavimus), are 
clean. But the Jew daily washes all the members of his body, 
yet is never clean. Certainly his hands are always defiled with 
the blood of the prophets and are bloodied forever with that of 
the Lord himself.” 

This washing of ‘‘the hands” (not with gloves on) and of “the 
whole body” (not with clothes on) shows that the naked body 
was brought in contact through all its parts not to meet any de- 
mand of fazriZw but to secure the ** virtus” an Christo communi- 
cated to the waters. There was no physical washing contemplated ; 
as the whole passage shows that it was a spiritual washing, once 
for all, cleansing spiritual defilements; there was no physical 
covering contemplated as a physical baptism: 1. Because a mo- 
mentary covering is not a baptism; 2. Because it was a spiritual 
cleansing. The Annotator says: ‘ Tertullian by this washing 
alludes to the rite of baptism in which men naked (nudi) were 
thrice covered in water.” The water is used as an agency, how- 
ever used, and for a spiritual and not a physical washing. 

I, 1197: De Baptismo. ‘‘ Happy sacrament of our water, by 
which having been washed (ablutz) from sins of former blindness, 
we obtain eternal life.” 

These are the opening words of Tertullian’s treatise of Baptism. 

They show: 1. ‘Our water” to be water of a wholly diverse 
nature from the water of heathenism, Judaism, or heresy ; 2. The 
washing effected by ‘‘our water” was not a physical washing ; it 
did not depend upon any physical quality of water, and conse- 
quently the water could not be used for a physical covering (as 
an end) since this involves a purely physical quality inherent in 
all water; but the washing was purely spiritual through that 
divine quality singularly imparted to ‘our water’? for this special 
purpose and for which it was alone adequate. Again, therefore, 
we are brought face to face with the truth that this water acted as 
an agency and that its function was spiritual and not physical. 

I, 1201: De Baptismo. “There is nothing which so hardens 
the hearts of men as the simplicity which appears in the operation 
of the divine works and the magnificence revealed in the result ; 
as here also, since with so much simplicity, without pomp, with- 
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out novel means, and without cost, a man going down into the 
water and dipped (éinctus), during the utterance of a few words, 
arises not much or not at all cleaner (mundior), therefore, an 
eternal result is thought to be incredible. ... Water first brought 
forth living creatures; it is not wonderful, therefore, if water, in 
Baptism, produces life.” 

Tertullian in this passage repudiates a physical washing—‘a 
man is not much or not at all CLEANER” physically after his baptism 
than he was before it. Nor did the Patrists know anything of a 
symbol washing in ‘our water.” But. there was a washing; a 
washing of amazing power and compass. If this washing was 
neither physical nor symbol it must have been spiritual. If it 
_ was spiritual, then it depended upon a divine power. What de- 
pends on a divine power cannot depend upon quantity or mode. 
A spiritual washing may be represented by the sprinkling of that 
which takes away defilement of sin and thus washes the soul, 
as well as by any other means. The blood of Jesus Christ cleanses 
from all sin. Therefore we have “ the blood of sprinkling ;” there- 
fore **the heart is sprinkled from an evil conscience ;” and there- 
fore ** we are washed by the blood of Him that loved us.” The 
Patristic washing is never physical, never symbolical, always real 
and spiritual, through “the power of the Passion,” developed by 
martyr blood, by penitential tears, and, equally, by sprinkling 
drops or covering pool. 

AvuaGusTInE IX, 379: ‘‘ When we say that Christ baptizes, we do 
not say, with visible service, as Petilian thinks or wishes to think; 
but with hidden grace, with hidden power by the Holy Spirit, as 
was said of him by John the Baptist, ‘ Hic est qui baptizat in 
Spiritu sancto.’ Nor as Petilian says, has he ceased to baptize; 
but he does still, not with service of body, but by the invisible 
work of his divinity. For because we say, ‘He baptizes,’ we do 
not say, ‘He holds and dips (tingzt) the bodies of believers in 
water ;’ but he invisibly cleanses, and that the whole Church... 
where ministers are seen to operate corporally, Christ washes 
(abluit), Christ cleanses (mundat). Therefore no one may arro- 
gate to himself what belongs to God.” 

482: ‘Good men and bad men baptize so far as the visible 
ministry is concerned; but He whose is both visible baptism and 
invisible grace, baptizes invisibly through them. Therefore both 
good and bad can dip (tingere possunt) ; but He only who is always 
good can wash (abluere) the conscience.” 
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Augustine believed in a severe interpretation of the words 
“This is Hz that Baprizeru,” limiting them absolutely to the 
Lord Jesus Christ. While allowing men a visible ministry in 
baptism, he peremptorily denied them the power to baptize. He 
did not admit that men performed one baptism and the Lord 
Jesus Christ performed another baptism. Neither Augustine nor 
his associates believed in two baptisms. He did believe that men 
had power to dip (éingere) men in water; but he did not believe 
that this was baptism. He repudiates it as nothing but a “ dip- 
ping.” He believed in no baptism which did not washsthe soul; 
and he believed that the power to do this was not intrusted to 
any man, but reserved solely to the Lord Jesus Christ. Augus- 
tine, then, was no believer in a water dipping as Christian bap- 
tism, while he did believe that (in ex ordine baptism) a man was 
dipped into “our water” the Lord Jesus Christ baptizing, wash- 
ing the conscience and the soul. 

A more absolute discrimination between dipping and baptizing, 
and between a water covering the result of dipping, and baptism 
the result of baptizing, and the repudiation of the one as the other, 
could not be made than has here been’ made by Augustine. The 
theory affirms that dipping into water is the essence of Christian 
baptism without which it cannot exist, and therefore sprinkling 
with water cannot be Christian baptism, because the act of sprink- 
ling is not the act of dipping, and sprinkling water does not cover. 
To these erroneous dicta is usually added the additional and griev- 
ous error of Petilian, that “‘the Lord Jesus Christ has ceased to 
baptize.” We affirm with Augustine that dipping is not baptiz- 
ing either heathenly or Christianly, that a water covering for a 
moment or for eternity neither is nor has anything (ex necessitate) 
to do with Christian baptism, and that the Lord Jesus Christ, by 
the Holy Ghost, is the sole administrator of real Christian bap- 
tism, while men administer a symbol baptism in the use of water 
by sprinkling, or pouring, or dipping; for these modal uses of 
water sprinkling and pouring we have full scriptural warrant, while 
dipping has absolutely none, being purely a usage and doctrine 
of men. This error which identifies dipping into water with 
Christian baptism is greatly to be deplored, because if not solely 
originating in yet largely sustained by the error which attributed 
a divine quality conferred upon the water, which it exercised in 
the remission of sins and regenerating the soul, thus inducing (for 
the fuller attainment of this blessing) the covering of the body 
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(and that naked) in this water of such miraculous “ virtue ;” and 
further, because in these latter days it brings forth as its offspring: 
1. A denial of the Churchhood of the great body of those who 
are confessedly temples of the Holy Ghost; 2. A denial of the 
Lord Jesus Christ as the sole, abiding Baptizer of his people ; 3. 
A steady looking toward the old error of a sin-remitting water 
dipping openly proclaimed by the followers of Alexander Camp- 
bell, and an occasional forthputting of word and hand by other 
friends of the theory, toward the same result. 
Error is never sterile. 


SYNOATIT.) 


PATRISTIC DIPPING INTO WATER 
~~ 


WAS NEITHER PATRISTIC BAPTISM NOR CHRISTIAN BAPTISM BUT 
BURIAL OF SIN IN THE WATER AND SYMBOL BURIAL 
WITH CHRIST IN HIS ‘‘ NEW SEPULCHRE.’’ 


“* Symbol water burial not Christian Baptism.” 


Tue theory attempts to enlist Rom. 6:4; Coloss. 2:12; as 
auxiliaries in maintaining that dipping into water is a burial; 
that this dipping burial is a burial now, with Christ in the Jor- 
dan, and now, with Christ in the sepulchre; and that thes momen- 
tary burial in a water sepulchre is CHRISTIAN BAPTISM. Patristic 
writers are also invited to enlist under this banner. But neither 
Paul nor Patrist will listen to such call for such end. Paul says: 
I believe that all who, by the Holy Ghost, are baptized into Jesus 
Christ, are, thereby, baptized into his sin-remitting death; and 
that all who are baptized into his sin-remitting death are thereby 
united with him in his sepulchre burial in order that they may be 
united with him in his resurrection to newness of life; thus re- 
ceiving by true Christian baptism, the remission of sins and the 
regeneration of the soul. But I do not believe in any baptism of 
Christ by burial in the sepulchre; nor in any dipping into water 
as an imaginary resemblance to a rock-burial baptism, which has 
no existence either in fact or in possibility. The Patrist says: I 
believe in a baptism of sin by which its life is destroyed and it 
is left drowned at the bottom of the pool; and I believe in a 
momentary covering in water (“ex ordine”) as a symbol of the 
covering of Christ’s body in the sepulchre; but I do not believe 
that sin baptized and left drowned in the pool is Christian bap- 
tism, nor yet, that a momentary water covering, symbol of the 
sepulchre covering, is Christian baptism. 

That the Sie atatetnent truly represents the faith of Paul I 
have endeavored, heretofore, to show; that the faith of the Chris- 
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_tian Fathers is no less truly stated might be inferred from what 
has been already adduced; but more direct evidence may be de- 
sirable and will, therefore, now be offered. 


Dipping into Water is not Burial Baptism. 


CiemeEns I, Rom. Pont., 1044: ‘*Then he comes to the water. 
The priest giving thanks to him who underwent death through the 
Cross for all, a type of which (05 tézv) is the baptism of regen- 
eration. ... Let the priest say: Look down from heaven and 
sanctify this water; and grant grace and power (ydpw zat divapwv) 
so that, the baptized according to the command of Christ, may 
_ be crucified with him, may die with him, may be buried with him, 
and may rise with him to the adoption which is in him, dying to 
sin and living to righteousness.” 

This passage teaches that baptism is effected by the ddvayic of 
divine grace, that they who are so baptized receive a co-crucifix- 
ion, a co-death, a co-burial, and a co-resurrection with Christ, and 
that “the baptism of regeneration” is a type of death through 
the Cross (@dvatou dca tod otavpod). There is no dipping burial. 

Dionysius AREoP., 404: ‘* As the body is covered (xahuxrépevov) 
in the earth, the complete covering (xéiudic) by water, may natur- 
ally be received as a likeness (¢/zcva) of death and burial. This 
symbol teaching (cupfodxy ddaczatta) initiates the sacredly bap- 
tized by the three coverings (xatadiceor) in the water to the imita- 
tion of the divine death and three days’ and nights’ burial of 
Jesus the giver of life.” 

Observe: This covering in the water is based on the covering 
of a dead body in the earth. Now, the burial of the dead body 
in the ground was never called a BAPTISM by heathen, Jew, or 
Christian ; but death upon THE CRoss ts declared to be a BAPTISM; 
what, now, is the wit, to say nothing about the authority, for aban- 
doning the baptism of the Cross, to conjure up one in the sepulchre 
where is none by divine or human authority? Observe again: 
There is nothing said about fazxtifw in this earth-burial, it is za- 
Aéztw; there is nothing said about fdztiopa in this water-burial 
likeness, it is zadd¢rc. Observe yet farther: There is no appear- 
ance of fdzticyva in those threefold coverings, it is zaradborc. Now, 
bearing in mind that neither zaddzrw, nor zaddges, nor zatadbots, ever 
expresses the Patristic fazrifw or Baxtiopa, what shall we say to 
‘the attempt to introduce a baptism under this CALYpsis? 
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There is declared to be a likeness between the covering in water 
and the covering in earth; but there is no claim whatever for a 
BAPTISM in the one or in the other. It is also true, that there is 
no more Scriptural ground for the one covering in water, than 
there is for the three. 

484, 497: ‘* Wherefore also the grace of baptism (for this is to 
be begotten of God) is perfected by the ointment poured out by 
the chief priest in the form of a cross upon the purifying bap- 
tistery, exhibiting spiritually the spiritual ointment—the Lord 
undergoing death, for the pool exhibits his death and the deliver- 
ing by his triumphant descent into death (for he could not be 
overcome by death) those baptized into his death. This is called 
a hidden saying, because the reason of the baptism into Christ 
(tod ets Xptotdv Bantispatos) is hard to be understood by many.” 

The view here presented of the water of baptism is not that of 
a grave but of the death of Christ through his crucifixion and 
seems to be grounded in an attempt to give visibility to the ideal 
baptism taught by Paul—‘ As many as have been baptized into 
Christ, have been baptized into his peatu.” This is a wholly dif- 
ferent thing from burial and covering in a grave. If there had 
never been an attempt to give a physical vesture to the ideal bap- 
tism of Scripture there probably would not have been so many, 
even to this day, who find it “ hard to understand the meaning 
of the baptism into Curist.” 

Dion. AREOP. (tom. post.), 1383: ‘‘ Baptism is into the death of 
the Lord; the water being for the burial, the oil for the Holy 
Spirit, the Seal for the Cross, the ointment for the confirmation 
of the confession.” 

The declaration is express that the baptism is “into the death 
of Christ.” A water covering as a likeness to a grave covering, 
can never be converted into a baptism into the death of Christ! 
The burial of Christ was a wholly distinct and diverse matter from 
the baplism of Christ. 

TerTuu.. II, 79: ‘* We are thrice mersed (mergitamur) doing 
something more than the Lord commanded in the gospel.” 

We see, here, how mixed and self-refuting human conceits be- 
come. How impracticable to identify three coverings in water 
with the one burial in the sepulchre! What evident finger-marks 
of men is the going to and fro from one burial-covering likeness, 
to three coverings for the three days’ and nights’ interment! And 
then, without resting, passing on to three dippings for the three 
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persons of the trinity! And then comes the theory with one dip- 
ping (entrance and outrance) for a baptism, which has no out- 
come to it! 

Tertuu.. II, 862: ‘An ignoratis, quod quicunque in Christum 
Jesum tineti sumus, in mortem gjus tincti sumus? Consepulti 
ergo illo sumus per baptisma in mortem.” 

This translation of Rom. 6:3, 4, by Tertullian is introduced 
because it may show more strikingly to some the distinction 
between baptism and burial, than it appears under the more 
familiar Greek form. And for a like reason I do not put it into 
an English dress. 

No writer uses tingo, tinguo, as the representative of PaztiSw so 
frequently as does Tertullian. This usage is very noticeable and 

‘claims attention. At present I only remark: a conclusion based 
on this usage that tingo dip is the equivalent representative of 
Banxtifw, would be a great error. Tingo as used for dipping into 
water, and in ideal relations based on such use, is a very different 
word in its force and development, from tingo as used in relations 
with coloring liquids and in ideal relations based on such use. 
The same is true of fdztw, as shown in the first volume of this 
Inguiry. It was there also stated, that there was an affinity in 
character and approach toward equality of power between faz- 
tlw and fdztw to dye (with development under that usage) as 
there. was not between fazrif{w and fdxtw to dip. The same re- 
mark holds good as to ¢tingo in like relations. And it is only under 
this limitation that ééngo can become in translation the proper 
substitute for Paxrifu. 

Try the truth of these statements on the passage before us. 
Suppose “‘tincti sumus”’ to represent tingo dip. The dipping is, 
from the necessity of the case, ideal. Every ideal use of dip, 
based in its relations to colorless liquids, is expressive of limita- 
tion and feebleness. Any one who has only “ dipped into various 
studies,” has devoted but limited time to their investigation and 
has reaped but trivial results. If this is the usage here, then, 
‘¢ all who have been dipped into Jesus Christ,” have been in rela- 
tion with Him but for a brief period and have received no benefit 
worth mentioning from such relation. This beyond all question 
is the import of such- a dipping. Is this the truth which Paul 
announces? Nothing could be a greater libel on the word of 
God. Then “tincti sumus” can by no possibility represent tingo 
pip as related to colorless fluids. Try it as representing éongo To 
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pyE. This meaning is secured by the use of the verb in relations 
with coloring liquids. And from such use this, in itself feeble, 
word secures power and develops a controlling and permanent in- 
fluence. Thus while white linen dipped into water experiences an 
effect trivial and transient, the same linen dipped into a purple dye 
undergoes a profound and abiding change. And the same word 
in kindred ideal relations shows like development, thus: The man 
who “dips his hand in a brother’s blood” incurs crimson guilt 
which no time, no tears can wash away. ‘“‘ Dipped in the rebel- 
lion” is a phrase used by Sir Walter Scott to express the abiding 
condition of a man as permanently colored or characterized by 
the quality of rebellion, so as to render liable to legal pains and 
penalties. So, ‘dipped in infamy.” There must be some strong 
and readily communicated quality as the basis of such usage. Is 
there such quality in Jesus Christ? ‘His name shall be called- 
JEsus because he shall save his people from their sins.” He is 
Curist because ‘ anointed by the Holy Ghost,” in whom is power 
to regenerate the soul. Does he part readily with these qualities ? 
** Ask and ye shall receive.” The requisites, then, for the usage 
are fully met. What then is the purport of Paul’s declaration— 
* Quicunque in CuristuM JEsUM tincti sumus’’? It is this: As 
many as have (ideally) been introduced into Jesus Christ have 
been brought under the influence of his distinguishing character- 
istics—power to remit sin; power to regenerate the soul—and 
your condition is thereby thoroughly and abidingly changed, an- 
alogously to an object introduced into a strong and penetrating 
dye. And thus we vindicate and mirror the Greek—<éoor ¢fantio- 
Onpev eto Xptotéy Inoody ‘*as many as have been baptized into Jesus 
Christ” have been brought thoroughly under his sin-remitting 
power as Jesus, and under his regenerating power as the Curist 
anointed with and Baptizer by the Holy Ghost. 

Need I say that in this baptism there is no water? Alas! that 
Patrist or theorist should ever (unwittingly) have taken away 
Jesus Christ and substituted for H1m a@ pool of water, hereby per- 
plexing many so that they find it ‘ hard to understand what bap- 
tism into Jesus CHRIST means,’ no less now than in the time of 
Dionysius. 

Now, inasmuch as all baptized into Jesus Christ are, as Paul 
declares, “‘ baptized into his death” (as that whereby he secures 
the power which belongs to him as Jesus” and “ Christ”) it 
follows, that ‘baptism into his death” is as diverse from lying 
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with him in the sepulchre, as regenerate life is from a shrouded 
corpse; but, that unity which is established by baptism into him 
as a crucified Redeemer making us participant in all the blessings 
of redemption, gives us the right to union with him in his sepul- 
chre also, that we may share in the new life of his resurrection. 
If then, Patristic water covering be made a symbol of the grave 
covering it is a thing wholly distinct (both in their eyes and in 
Scripture teaching) from Christian baptism. ; 

OriaEn IV, 372: ** As the physical body of Jesus was nailed 
to the Cross, buried, and raised, so the body of Christ, the saints, 
was nailed to the Cross with Christ.... Therefore not only was 
every saint nailed to the Cross with Christ, but also was buried 

_together with Christ, as Paul says, ‘We were buried together 
with Christ.’ ” 

Whenever the theory can show, that saints are buried in the 
sepulchre by the action of nailing to the Cross, they may proclaim 
it as the exegesis of ouvetdgnpey adt@ Ota tod Paxtiopatos eis tov 
Odvatov; until then we rest in the faith of Origen and of Paul, 
namely: because the saints, who are the body of Christ, were 
nailed with Him to the Cross, THEREFORE, they were, also, buried 
with Him. Any who can receive the nailing to the Cross as a 
means of burial can substitute the theory for the Bible; and any 
who are disposed to reject the Patristic likeness between a cover- 
ing in water and a covering in the grave, may follow the theory 
and do what no Patrist .ever did, to wit, convert a water dipping 
into Christian baptism. 

IV, 1038: ‘** Know ye not that so many of us as were baptized 
into Christ were baptized into his death? For we were buried 
with him by baptism tnto HIS DEATH,’ teaching by these things 
that if any one is first dead to sin, he is necessarily buried with 
Christ by baptism; but if any one is not first dead to sin, he 
cannot be buried with Christ. For no living person is ever 
buried. But if he is not buried with Christ neither is he lawfully 
baptized. If any one shall not have been born from above, he 
cannot enter the kingdom of heaven, for Turs is to be baptized by 
the Holy Spirit.... But attend yet more closely to this mysti- 
cal order. It is necessary for thee first to die to sin, that thou 
mayest be buried with Christ. Burial belongs to the dead. If 
thou dost yet live to sin thou canst not be buried with Christ, 
nor be placed in his NEW SEPULCHRE, because thy old man lives 
and cannot walk in newness of life. The Holy Spirit has carefully 
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taught that the sepulchre in which Jesus was buried must be new 
and that he was wrapped in clean linen, that every one who 
wishes to be buried with Christ bring nothing of oldness to the 
new sepulchre, nothing of uncleanness to the clean linen... 

But some one may ask: Why does the Apostle in these passages, 
speaking of our baptism and of Jesus, say: ‘ We are buried with 
him by baptism into death ;’ and again, ‘If we die with him we 
shall also live with him;’ and yet again, ‘If we suffer with him 
we shall also reign with him ;’ and never has said, We have been 
baptized with him ; since it appears, that as death is compared to 
death, and life to life, so, also, baptism should be compared to 
baptism. But observe how careful is the Apostle, for he says, 
‘Whosoever of us have been baptized into Curist.’ Therefore our 
baptism is ‘into Christ.’ But Christ himself is said to have been 
baptized by John not with that baptism which is ‘into Christ, 

but with that baptism which is into the Law. For so he says 
himself to John, ‘Suffer it to be so now, for thus it becometh us 
to fulfil all righteousness.’ By which he shows, that the baptism 
of John was the ending of the old, not the beginning of the new. 
Perhaps also you may inquire this: Since the Lord himself said 
to the disciples that they should baptize all nations into the name 
of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, why does 
this Apostle use only the name of Christ in baptism, saying, 
‘Whosoever of us have been baptized into the name of Christ,’ 
when clearly, if may not be regarded as lawful baptism except 
under the name of the Trinity. But notice the discretion of 
Paul since in the present passage he did not desire to discuss so 
much the character of baptism as that of the death of Christ, 
conformably with which he would persuade us that we should die 
to sin and be buried together with Christ. And clearly it was 
unsuitable when he spake of death, that he should mention either 
the Father or the Holy Spirit. For the word was made flesh and 
where the flesh is there death is properly spoken of. Nor was it 
suitable that he should say, ‘ Whosoever of us have been baptized 
into the name of the Father, or into the name of the Holy Spirit, 
have been baptized into HIS DEATH.’... Still further, this may 
be inquired: If we are dead to sin and have been buried together 
with Christ, and have risen together with him, it would seem nec- 
essary to show how, according to this form, we are buried with 
him three days and three nights in the heart of the earth. And 
see if we can make three days’ burial with Christ, accepting the 
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full knowledge of the Trinity: the Father is Light and in his 
Light, which is the Son, we see Light, the Holy Spirit. But we 
also make three nights, since we destroy the father of darkness 
and ignorance, together with lying, which is born of him, as he 
is both a liar and the father of it, and when he speaks a lie he 
speaks of his own, but also, in the third place, we destroy the 
spirit of error which inspires false prophets. ... Which things 
are opposed to the Trinity as night is to day, and darkness to 
light, and falsehood to truth. These things are offered in expla- 
nation; but if any one perceives anything better, let him reject 
these and accept that.” 

This long extract is given to show how Origen treats that pas- 
sage of Scripture which the theory makes the great pillar of its 
support. This treatment shows: 1. The baptism is spiritual and 
not physical. This is proved (1.) Because the baptism is ‘‘ into 
Curist ;” (2.) Because ‘‘ to be born from above is to be baptized 
by the Holy Spirit ;” (3.) Because baptism by the Holy Spirit is 
effected through the agency of baptizing water and is not a mere 
covering in it; (4.) Because neither Origen nor any other Patrist 
recognizes a physical baptism as entering into Christianity, nor | 
any other spiritual baptism by the Holy Spirit as Christian bap- 
tism, save that only which is by baptizing water, or its equiva- 
lent, blood, tears, etc. 

2. There is a radical discrimination between ‘baptism into the 
death of Christ ” and burial ‘‘in the new sepulchre with Christ.” 
Death must precede burial; ‘‘no living person is ever buried.” 
Baptism into the death of Christ not merely precedes burial with 
Christ, but is causative of it as qualifying for and giving a right 
to such burial by the union which it establishes with Christ, by 
the cleansing from all sin, by the atoning blood shed in his death, 
thus fitting to lie in the “new sepulchre,” and by the ‘clean 
linen,” ready for the resurrection life. 3. The covering in the 
water is made a likeness to the covering in the sepulchre; but 
this had no more to do with a likeness to the ‘‘ baptism into 
CHRIST’s DEATH,” than it had to do with a likeness to piercing 
thorns and driven nails. Nor has the likeness established be- 
tween a water covering and a sepulchre covering by a given 
mode of using water any more of Bible authority, than Origen’s 
attempt to expound the three days’ and the three nights’ burial. 
4. The plea of the theory, ‘‘ Follow the example of Christ; be 
baptized as he was baptized,” is repudiated by Origen as having 
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no truth to rest upon. He declares that Christ’s baptism (however 
the water was used) was not a physical baptism but ‘‘into the 
Law,” and was another baptism from that of his people, which is 
not “into the Law,” but “into Christ.” Origen never wrote 
anything truer or more Scriptural than this. 

The baptism of Christ was not physical; the water was but a 
symbol of the nature of the baptism which was “ into THE LAW” == 
“into THE FULFILMENT OF ALL RIGHTEOUSNESS.” In this baptism, 
as meritoriously fulfilled in his life and death, none could share. 
It was a baptism such as none other had undertaken, and which 
never would be undertaken again. It was triumphantly “finished” 
in his death upon the Cross. And now his people are baptized 
into THAT DEATH which is replete with all the qualities of “fulfilled 
righteousness ” and endured penalty, filling “‘the cup” which his 
Father held to his lips, and those qualities are all imparted to his 
people baptized into his wondrous death by the Holy Ghost, 
receiving the remission of sins, the regeneration of the soul, to- 
gether with affiliation and everlasting subjection to the Father 
and the Son and the Holy Ghost. This is,and nothing else than 
this is, Christian baptism. Origen and his noble associates greatly 
and sadly erred when they associated this baptism with its divinely 
appointed symbol rite to be administered by men, merging the 
symbol character while retaining the symbol, making its presence 
an equal necessity with the presence and mighty’energy of the 
Holy Ghost. But neither he nor they so erred as to mistake the 
real baptism of Christianity, and substitute for it a dipping into 
simple water. This supreme error was reserved for the theory. 

AmBrosE IV, 100: ‘* Baptism is the death of sin that another 
birth may follow, which, the body remaining, renews the man in 
mind, ail old sins having been buried... . It is celebrated by 
water (per aquam), that as water cleanses the filth of the body, 
so also we may believe, that we are SPIRITUALLY purged and re- 
newed from all sin by baptism, and that what is incorporeal is 
invisibly cleansed.” 

Ambrose declares that baptism is ‘the death of sin,” and that 
‘““sins are buried.” This is a common statement. He refers to 
the natural qualities of water to cleanse bodily impurity. He 
says spiritual impurity is not cleansed by such water but “by 
baptism,” which renews from all sin, the incorporeal being invisi- 
bly cleansed. Baptism, then, is not the work of “simple” water, 
nor is the burial in baptism that of men and women, but of sins. 
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This is the real burial; while the likeness to the sepulchre-burial 
is another thing entirely, and consists in the momentary covering 
by dipping. 

429: ‘For there (in baptism) the old man is deposited (deponitur 
buried), and the new man is assumed.” 

GreGory Naz. II, 352: “John baptizes, Jesus approaches, per- 
haps that he may sanctify the Baptizer, but evidently that he may 
bury in the water all the old Adam, yet before these and through 
these sanctifying the Jordan, as he was Spirit and flesh, so per- 
fecting by the Spirit and water. The Baptist did not receive 
him, saying ‘I have need to be baptized by thee,’ and add this, 
for thee. For he knew that he was about to be baptized by mar- 

tyrdom (to paptupi@ BaxticOnadpevos). Jesus said, ‘Suffer it to be 
go now.’ For he knew that after a little while he would baptize 
the Baptist (adro¢ Banttowy Banttoryy).”’ 

Here is another real burial in baptism. The Saviour had no 
sins of his own to bury, so he is represented as burying the sins 
of his people—‘ all the old Adam ”’—in the Jordan. Let it be 
remembered that this, although an ideal, is still a real burial in 
its representation; while the “likeness” to a grave covering in 
the dipping is another thing altogether, and makes no claim to 
be really, ideally, or in any other way to be a burial, but by a 
momentary zadudis to make some resemblance to the covering in 
a burial. 

Observe the freedom with which fazrifw is used: 1. Of John’s 
baptizing; 2. Of Jesus baptizing John, expressed in sanctify ; 
3. In baptizing the Jordan, expressed in the same manner; 4. In 
the baptizing of John by martyrdom; 5. In the baptizing of John 
by Jesus at some future time, without farther specification. And 
this is the word which means “dip and nothing but dip through 
all Greek literature.”’ 

Grecory Naz. II, 362: “As Christ the giver of this gift is 
called by many and diverse names, so also is the gift... . We 
call it gift, grace, baptism, ointment, illumination, the vesture of 
incorruption, the washing of regeneration (Aoutpdy nadtyyevectas), 
the seal, and anything that is honorable. It is called gi/t, because 
it is given to those who first contribute nothing; grace, because 
it is given to debtors; BAPTISM, because SIN ts buried (cvvOantopsyys) 
in the waters; ointment, because it is sacred and regal, for such 
things are anointed; illumination, because it is shining; vesture, 


3) 
because it is a covering of our shame; washing (Aoutpév), because 
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it is a washing out (%zdvow) ; seal, because it is a protection and 
mark of sovereignty.” 

This language of Gregory in expounding fdzriopa, as grounded 
in the burial of sin in the water, is in harmony with other cases 
of sin-burial which have come under notice, but is worthy of 
special attention as showing the possible philological force and 
application of Béxticya. The use here, of course, is not physical; 
sin cannot have a physical burial; but this giving to sin a body 
and burying in the water, and calling it a Pérroya, is clearly predi- 
cated on its derivation from faztifw, which buries things and per- 
sons in the depths of the sea. Such burial, without recovery, 
might properly be called a @dxtiopa; but I know of no such use 
of the word. It first appears in the New Testament as a deriva- 
tive from the New Testament Gazri{w, and is like it used solely in 
ideal relations, to express profound and abiding spiritual condi- 
tions, resultant from the operation of spiritually baptizing agen- 
cies. Its usage in this respect is, like that of the verb, in the 
most absolute accord with the demands of physical use. As sin 
‘buried in the water has no emergence therefrom, this condition 
of burial is with philological propriety called a fdéxrticpa. So, if 
all sin be taken from the soul and buried for evermore, the soul 
becomes pure, washed, sins remitted, and soul regenerated; and 
to this condition, as thoroughly and abidingly changed by spirit- 
ual influence, Gdzresya is with no less propriety applied; and this 
is its constant scriptural and Patristic use. In either aspect we 
see how far the theory is removed from any just conception as to 
the meaning of fdztioya. A dipping it never was, nor ever can 
be, by any philological possibility. 

Cyrrin, 444: “Jesus died bearing the sins of the world, that 
having slain sin he might raise thee in righteousness; and so thou 
descending into the water and buried, in a certain way (tpdrov 
twa), in the water, as he was buried in the rock, that he might 
raise you up again walking in newness of life.’ 

Again, this covering in the water is made neither a baptism 
nor like to a baptism, but like his “BURIAL in rock.” To call this 
water covering Christian BApTIsM is as wild an utterance as to 
call sun-setting sun-rising. 

1089: “And as Christ was truly (adn00¢) crucified, and buried, 
and raised, you have been thought worthy, according to (xara) 
the baptism in a stmilitude (¢ cpotduare), to be co-crucified, co- 
buried, and co-raised with him.” 
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In contradistinction from the actual crucifixion, burial, and 
resurrection of Christ, Cyril says, that the baptism-crucifixion, 
burial, and resurrection, were not realities but similitudes. Will 
any one acquainted with Patristic writings say that Christian 
baptism in their estimation was not a reality, but a similitude, a 
shadow? Surely, if there was anything in heaven or on earth 
which they believed to be a reality, it was Christian baptism. 
But they did not believe the crucifixion, or the burial, or the 
resurrection introduced into the administration of this ordinance 
to be reality, therefore they did not believe the one or the other, 
or all together, to be Christian baptism. And so they testify. 

Hiuary I, 977: “ He is unworthy of Christ who does not take 
_ his cross, by which we suffer with him, die with him, are buried 
with him, rise with him, and follow him.” 

This use of crucifixion, death, burial, and resurrection (apart 
from baptism), shows that their introduction there is of accident 
and not of essence, and that the baptism is perfect without them, 
as is conclusively shown in the case of all baptisms of martyrs by 
their blood, of penitents by their tears, and of Clinics by sprinkled 
water, in none of which cases were these ‘‘similitudes” practiced, 
but in all of which cases real baptism was received. The theory 
may lament over the loss of a dipping-burial into blood, and tears, 
and sprinkled water (for in this loss she loses her all), but no 
Patrist sympathizes in her grief, for he retains still unharmed his 
perfect baptism. : 

AvaustinE II, 360: ‘If the Sacraments had no likeness to 
those things of which they are sacraments they would not be 
sacraments. From this likeness they receive their names. So, 
the Apostle says of baptism: ‘ We are buried together with Christ 
through baptism into death.’ He does not say: We signify burial, 
but we are buried together.” : 

Thus Augustine very explicitly teaches that the water covering 
which entered (among very many other things) into the ex ordine 
administration of baptism, was not the baptism (which was a 
reality), but was a ‘‘likeness” to quite another thing, to wit, the 
burial covering in the rock sepulchre. 1902: ‘ What else is 
the sepulchre of Christ but the rest of the Christian? We are 
strangers in the world, and a sepulchre has been bought for us at 
the price of the Saviour’s blood. ‘ We are buried together with 
him through baptism into his death.’ Baptism, therefore, is to us 
the sepulchre of Christ, in which we die to sin, are buried to trans- 

37 
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gressions, and the consciousness of the old man being dissolved 
we are made anew by another birth with renewed infancy. Bap- 
tism, I say, is to us the sepulchre of the Saviour ; because we there 
lose our former life and receive a new life. Great, therefore, is the 
grace of this sepulchre whereby we receive a useful death and a 
more useful life. Geeat, I say, is the grace of this sepulchre, 
which both purifies the sinner and vivifies the dead; he helping 
who lives and reigns forever.” 

Augustine like other writers uses ‘ baptism” to express some- 
times the rite as a whole; sometimes to express a partichlar prom- 
inent feature of the administration, such as the water covering 
as a likeness to the burial in the sepulchre ; sometimes specifical’ 
the spiritual effect of the divinely impregnated water in changing 
the condition of the sonl, which is distinctively Patristic baptism; 
and sometimes the intermixture and coaction of two distinct 
elements, as in the above, where baptism is presented as “the 
sepulchre of Christ,” and the explanation has the doubleness, 1, 
of a covering simply as a fluid, making the sepulchre likeness, 
and 2, the dvvayrs power of the impregnated fluid, by which “ we 
are made anew by another birth,” this “‘ power” being the channel 
through which ‘‘ he helps who lives and reigns forever.” 

In the following passages ‘‘ baptism” is used in its distinctive 
spiritual meaning. 

VI, 693: “ Let no one think because he is born again by water 
and Spirit, having been imbued (imbutus) by these mysteries, that 
he has securely fortified his soul by the sacrament of baptism... . 
That water not only cleanses the body, but frees the soul from 
sin. But you ought to know why the power (virtus) of that water 
profits both soul and body. For all water does not cleanse; this 
sanctifies through (per) the consecration of the word. Take away 
the word and what is the water, but water? The word added to 
the element and it becomes a Sacrament. The power (virtus) of 
the Word has cleansed us through (per) the water, because He 
walked upon the waters. See the power of the Word of God.” 
695: “The devil rages when he sees us by (per) the water of 
baptism freed from his oppression. Cry to your Moses, the Lord 
Jesus Christ, that he may smite with the rod of his Cross the sea 
of baptism, so that the water may return and cover the Egyptians, 
so that as none of the Egyptians remained, nothing may remain 
of your sins.” 775: “No man can obtain eternal life (except 
those who are vaptized by their own blood) but through the sac- 
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rament of repentance and faith, that is through Baptism.” IX, 
186: ‘“* Baptism remains inseparably in the baptized person, for: 
into whatever depth of wickedness and into whatsoever abyss of 
sins the baptized may rush, even to apostasy, he does not lose 
baptism. . . . Wherefore as baptism is in him (én illo) who is 
baptized by the Church, it is separated with him (cum dllo) when 
he is separated from the Church.” 202: ‘When inquiry was 
made of Cyprian whether there was any difference between the 
baptism of the dipped and the sprinkled (de Barrismo tinctorum 
et perfusorum).” 67: “If man baptizes when the baptizer is 
evidently good, but when the baptizer is secretly bad, then God 
or an Angel baptizes, and every such one is spiritually born such 
as he may be by whom he is haptized, then, they who desire to be 
baptized may wish that the men by whom they are baptized may 
not be evidently good men but secretly bad men; that thus God 
or an Angel baptizing they may secure a more holy regeneration. 
If they would escape this absurdity, let them confess that Christ 
(of whom only it is said, ‘ This is he which baptizes with the Holy 
Spirit’) baptizes by every man, whosoever he may be, who baptizes 
with the baptism of Christ.” III (altera), 1416: ‘*The baptism 
which John received was called the baptism of John. He alone 
received such a gift: no righteous person before him, none after 
him, was so honored ‘as to receive a baptism which should be 
called his baptism. He indeed received it, because he could do 
nothing of himself. ... Since then John received a baptism 
which should be properly called—of John, yet, the Lord Jesus 
Christ was unwilling to give his baptism to any one, not that no 
one should be baptized with the baptism of the Lord, but that 
the Lord himself should always baptize: this was done that the 
Lord should baptize through his ministers, that is, that those 
whom the ministers of the Lord were about to baptize the Lord 
would baptize, not they. For it is one thing to baptize by minis- 
terial service, and another thing to baptize by power. For bap- 
tism is such as he is by whose power it is given; not as lie is by 
whose service it is given. The baptism of John was such as was 
‘John; a righteous baptism as of a righteous man, yet of a man, 
but one who had received this grace, and so great grace as to be 
the Forerunner of the Lord. But the baptism of the Lord is such 
as is the Lord; therefore the baptism of the Lord is divine, be- 
cause the Lord is God. But the Lord Jesus Christ could, if he 
so wished, give power to any of his servants that he should be- 
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stow his baptism as in his stead, and transfer from himself the 
power of baptizing and establish it in any servant, and’ give as 
great power to the baptism transferred to the servant, as the bap- 
tism given by the Lord should have. This, however, he was not 
willing to do, because the hope of the baptized would be in him 
by whom they would know that they were baptized. He was un- 
fac” therefore, that a servant should place his hope in a ser- 
vant. . The Lord retained for himself the powER of baptizing, 
and gave eit ministration to servants.” 

These passages (a few among thousands) speak for themselves. 
They settle, 1. A dipping into water is not Christian baptism in 
the theology of Augustine, but a regenerate condition of the soul 
effected solely by the power of the Lord Jesus Christ through the 
agency of water under the ministry of men; 2. The error which 
makes a water covering Christian baptism, is (patristically) an 
absurdity ; 3. Burial is used in connection with this rite, (1.) In 
reference to an ideal burial with Christ (as one of his body) in 
the rock sepulchre; (2.) In reference to the momentary covering 
in water by dipping into it, as a “ likeness” to the covering in a 
grave burial; (3.) In reference to the ideal drowning and burial 
of sin in the pool, grounded in the actual drowning and burial 
of the Egyptians in the water of the Red Sea; (4.) Burial is not 
Christian baptism. Equivalence of burial and baptism is absurd. 

This Patristic doctrine of baptism is not only erroneous in it- 
self, but must, of necessity, produce error by its promulgation. 
Augustine was conscious of this tendency and doubtless saw 
such fruit in fact, so as to be constrained to utter the following 
warning: ‘‘ Let us be very careful not to make men falsely secure, 
saying to them, that if they should have been baptized, howso- 
ever they may live, they will obtain salvation ; lest thus we make 
Christians as the Jews made proselytes, of whom the Lord said: 
‘Wo unto you, Scribes and Pharisees! who compass land and sea 
to make ene proselyte, but when ye have made him, you make 
him twofold more the child of hell than yourselves’ (VI, 227).” 

The following rebuke addressed to some heretics of his day is 
not without application in our own time: “ Thou hast said, that’ 
BaprisM 7s thine, that the Holy oil is thine, that the Lorp’s TABLE 
is thine, that all those things given by God to the faithful, are 
THINE. What remains except that thou shalt impiously- declare 
thyself to be God ?” (IX, 769). 


BATITIZQ 


IN A RELIGIOUS APPLICATION DOES NOT EXPRESS A PHYSICAL 
BAPTISM OR A MOMENTARY DIPPING. 


s 


General use. 


Ir has already been shown, that the general use of Baztifw by 
Patristic writers corresponds perfectly with the use of that word 
by Classic writers. This is true not only in primary but in sec- 
ondary or figurative use. It is applied to express the condition 
of vessels lost at sea and sunk beyond recovery to the bottom of 
the sea. It is also applied to express the condition of drowned 
persons. In such applications it is employed as the equivalent 
of zovtifw, Jvd%w, and suchlike words. And as these words are 
used in ideal relations to express influence of the profoundest 
character, so fazrifw is used in precisely similar relations to ex- 
press the same idea. J/ovri£w and fuiiEw are never used with the 
meaning fo dip in physical relations, nor could any meaning de- 
rivable from * dip” expound their force in ideal relations. The 
same is true of faztifw. These views are sustained by quotations 
already adduced. 


Special Religious Application. 


With such usage, which is beyond controversy, it is impossible 
that this word could be used in a religious rite to express a dip- 
ping without a complete revolution in its meaning, and the most 
absolute contradiction of all its previous history and contempora- 
neous Patristic usage. 

We deny the existence of any such revolution or contradiction. 
We affirm the harmony of the use of this word in the religious 
sphere with that of its use in every other sphere, whether by 
Classic or Patristric writers. We deny its use to express the 
dipping or momentary covering in water which took place in the 
customary rite of baptism. We affirm its use in connection with 
an ideal element into which it verbally introduces its object, but 
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out of which it does not withdraw it, thus subjecting it to the in- 
fluence of its characteristic quality in the highest degree; and, 
also, its absolute use directly expressive of such influence with- 
out any attending ideal element. 


Proof. 


1. Philology forbids the use of this word to express a dipping 
or a designed momentary covering. Such a meaning is already 
provided for in fdztw first. It is irrational to make‘a second 
word the ditto of an already existing word. This feature (mo- 
mentary covering) had already been eliminated by faztw second, 
in assuming the meaning to dye. It is from this second stem 
(substituting uncolored quality for colored quality) and not from 
the first, that faxr’{w is derived. As fdztw second, is a stronger 
word than fazxtw first (by reason of its dropping momentariness 
and association with coloring qualities) so, fazrcCw is a word of 
power, because it introduces its object really or verbally into its 
associated element and thus communicates the quality of such 
element in the fullest measure. Hence it is used to express in 
the highest degree the development of any quality where there 
can be no intusposition, or where the quality, or the object, is 
such that intusposition real or imaginary would not secure such 
development. It is treason to philology to attribute to such a 
word momentary withinness or trivial influence. 

2. Language development forbids such meaning. There is 
nothing more certain than that this word is used both by Classic 
and Patristic writers to express a thoroughly changed condition 
without the intervention of a covering—as by drinking wine to 
drunkenness, or swallowing a drug inducing stupor. Such a 
secondary use could not possibly originate in a momentary covy- 
ering. It is the natural and unavoidable use (illustrated in many 
other words) from a primary meaning which puts its object within 
a fluid without limitation of time. Language development protests 
against the monstrosity which allies the profoundest influence 
with a dipping. 

3. Theology unites in this protest. A momentary covering in 
water can produce only a transient and trivial effect. The use of 
a word of such primary meaning in figure or in secondary use can 
only express a result which is limited in time and power. But 
this word is used in Scripture in relations of supreme importance, 
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and which, by their nature, demand continuance and contfolling 
power. Thus we have baptisms “into repentance,” ‘into the 
remission of sins,” ‘into Christ,” ‘into the Name of the Father, 
and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.” If, now, the leading 
word in these phrases is converted into a dipping, the sentiment 
is nullified and made the right opposite of that which is demanded 
by the teaching of Scripture and the nature of things. The the- 
ology of revelation is overturned by the doctrine that its great 
teachings through farrifw and Béntiopva are grounded in a dipping. 
But give to these terms their proper force—intusposition without 
limitation of time (—thorough change of condition specialized 
by the characteristic of the receiving element, whether real or 

ideal) and all the teachings of revelation are harmonized and 
~ vindicated. 

4. Essential truth joins in this protest. There is no class of 
writings which so emphasizes wihinness and bases its vital truths 
on this conception as do the Scriptures. The Father is in the 
Son, and the Son is 7m the Father; Jesus Christ is an the Holy 
Spirit, and the Holy Spirit #s in the Name of Jesus Christ; the 
redeemed are in Christ, and Christ is 7n the redeemed, and there- 
fore they are made temples in which the whole Deity dwells; in- 
spired men speak in the Holy Ghost, and the Holy Ghost speaks 
in them; apostles being in the Name of Jesus Christ work miracles 
and issue commands with divine power; wrath and hate are ex- 
hausted by declaring that the Christ is in Beelzebub; and the 
charge is as exhaustively met by the declaration—*‘ the prince of 
this world hath nothing in me.” John came in the spirit and 
power of Elias; his Lord came in the Holy Spirit. Sinners are 
baptized ¢nto Christ that they may be without spot or wrinkle or 
any such thing. Sinners washed in the blood of the Lamb are 
baptized into the Name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Ghost. This use of WITHINNESs to express influence of the 
most absolute fulness, throughness, and completeness, is founded 
in the reality of things. Through all nature withinness and influ- 
ence are twain-one. The God of nature as the God of revelation 
has carried this union into his holy Word, and no man may put 
asunder that which God has joined together. It is not true that 
Christian baptism is a dipping (—a momentary inness with a 
consequent outness), but is withinness without limitation of time, 
and therefore cannot be within WATER. 
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Karadivw, dvad4vw—demergo, emergo. 


It is a very strong, if not wholly conclusive, argument against. 
a momentary water covering being found in Scripture, in that no 
word expressive of such covering is to be found anywhere in con- 
nection with its baptisms, as announced by inspiration. And it 
is a very strong, if not wholly conclusive, argument in proof that 
such water covering was introduced independently of and in con- 
tradiction to inspiration, in that terms designating such covering | 
and the necessary consequent uncovering are to be found every- 
where in Patristic writings. 

The most common Greek terms to express the water covering 
in “Sex ordine” baptism were zatadéw, xatdddotc. These terms do 
not of themselves limit the time of covering. It was necessary, 
therefore, in applying them to a water covering in a religious rite 
that there should be some evidence giving expression to such 
limitation.. This is found in the equally extensive usage of the 
related words dvadévw, dvdddots. What was covered in the water 
by xatadbvw was uncovered by dvadiqy. On this usage it may be 
observed, 1. There is no such usage in the Scriptures. The terms 
xatadbw, xataddots, are not to be found as words of inspiration 
descriptive of or in anywise connected with the administration of 
ritual baptism. The overwhelming inference therefore is, that 
what these terms were introduced to express in PatRIsTIC baptism 
had no existence in ScriptuRE baptism. 2. There are no corre- 
sponding forms in Scripture such as xatafantifw, dvafantivw. And 
since the object which is covered by faxt’fw can never be uncov- 
ered by that word, and the Scriptures furnish no word for such 
uncovering, we are, again, forced to the conclusion that the new 
words introduced by the Patrists, unknown to inspired nomen- 
clature, were introduced to express new ideas equally unknown 
to the inspired writers. 3. Patristic writers no more introduce 
xatapantifw, avafante&w, into the administration of the Christian 
rite to express a covering and uncovering than do inspired writers. 
There is no such thing to be found anywhere among numberless 
writers through long centuries as the interchange of xatafazrifw 
with xatadvvw, or of dvaBaxti~w with dvadivw, expressive of a water 
covering and uncovering. And, thus, again, we are led to the 
conclusion that these writers use fazxrifw just as the inspired 
writers use it, namely, never expressive of a water covering, in- 


DEMERGO —EMERGO. 585 


troducing new terms to express the new facts of their own inven- 
tion, to wit, a water covering and uncovering. 


Demergo—Lmergo. 


[he Latin terms demergo, emergo, correspondent with the 
G eek terms just considered, abound in Latin writers to express 
tkeir accustomed covering and uncovering in water. Now these 
terms are like both in form and in force to the Greek zatadiva, 
aiadtive. They are used for identically the same purpose, namely, 
to express a water covering and uncovering. Can there be any 
rational doubt that these Latin words do and are designed to 
represent and duplicate those Greek words? But if they do, then 
these Latin words do no more represent the faztifw of the Scrip- 
tures, or the fazrif<w of the Greek Patrists in Christian baptism, 
than do those Greek words zatadivw, dvadbvw. That this conclusion 
is made impregnably sure by the fact that the Greek fazrifw is 
transferred into the Latin language, and employed by the Latin 
like the Greek Fathers in relations and with meanings such as 
demergo and emergo are never employed in. If these words 
represented the usage and meaning of faztifw, why transfer the 
foreign word into the Latin? Why, when transferred, use it in 
relations peculiar to the Greek, and to which the Latin could 
furnish no parallel usage in the history of demergo, emergo? 
Why preserve the same compound form with zatadive, avadiva, if 
they were not translations of and did not fulfil the same offices 
with these words? Why make them represent another word 
(farrilw) to whose form they are unlike, and which is never in 
the Scriptures employed to fulfil that office which their form 
expresses, and which it is confessed, as a matter of fact, they do 
fill? That forrtfw is never used in Scripture to express a cover- 
ing and uncovering of water, I hold to be as certain as any prop- 
osition in mathematics. That it is ever used in Patristic writings 
to express a covering and uncovering of water, I have never seen 
adequate evidence. That such use may be plausibly asserted, 
and that quotations may be made plausibly sustaining such asser- 
tion on a superficial examination, is certain. 

1. Because faxrifw has a usage by which it covers its object in 
water, without limitation of time; 2. Because there is a facility 
in keeping out of view this vital point of unlimited time and 
metamorphosing the word into a limited, momentary covering—a 
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dipping ; 3. Because there was, admittedly, a momentary water 
covering in the ordinary Patristic baptism, and by concealing (wit- 
tingly or unwittingly) the fact that another word was used to 
express this covering, the disguised fazr/fw may be introduced to 
officiate atthe dipping; 4. Because fazr%w is employed vari- 
ously in connection with the rite and inclusive of the water: (1.) 
It is used to express comprehensively the rite, and. consequently 
inclusive of the use of the water. This affords a very facile but a 
very groundless opportunity to say, fanri€w here expresses the 
manner of using the water; (2.) It is used more limitedly in con- 
nection with the use of the water, which being ordinarily by a 
momentary covering, there is opportunity to say that this is the 
work of faxrifw, while, in truth, it is the work of zaradiw (ex- 
pressed or understood) while the effect of the impregnated water 
upon the soul is expressed by the verb in question; (3.) It is 
sometimes used to express the purifying effect in the soul, with- 
out any associate term or circumstance certainly to limit it to 
such application, and again there is opportunity to introduce the 
inevitable dipping. These are some of the reasons why plausibility 
is given to the claim that water covering in Patristic baptism is 
expressed by faxrifw. But if there be one passage or one fact 
which conclusively shows, that a mere water covering in the 
Christian rite was expressed by faxtifw I am not aware of it. 
Such a position can never be proved by the joint presence of faz- 
tw and momentary covering in the baptismal pool against the 
facts (1) that the baptizing water is impregnated water used as an 
agency to effect a Spiritual baptisma; (2.) That this baptisma, as 
declared in all ages, does not depend upon a covering in this im- 
pregnated water; (3.) That another word expresses the fact of a 
simple covering, which is never used to express the effect of such . 
covering, nor interchanged with the Patristic fazr%w whose office 
it is to express the effect of this covering (or the EFFECT of this 
water used in any other way) and not to express simple covering. 

If any one thinks that a simple momentary covering can be 
fastened on to fazrifw in any other way, the course is free for the 
attempt. But we give friendly notice that the course indicated 
is but a blind path and leads only to disappointment to any one 
setting out on such a mission. 
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Illustrative Quotations. 


CLEMENS Rom. I, 1045: ‘ For this is the power of the imposi- 
tion of hands; unless such invocation be made, he who is baptized 
(6 PaxteEdpyevoc) only descends (xatafaiver) into the water (e’s Sdwp) 
as the Jews, and only removes the impurity of the body, not the 
impurity of the soul.” 

Will any one say, that faxti{w and zatafaivw are here used as 
equivalents? Is it not certain that the latter refers to physical 
covering effected by descending into the water, while the former 
refers to the effect induced by the impregnated water, to wit, the 
removal of the impurity of the soul? But there are few if any 
cases stronger than this as a warrant for confounding faztifw 
- with water covering. 

II, 760: ‘“‘ This he says, because we go down (zatafaivopev) into 
the water (e’s td Udwp) full of sins and impurity, and come up 
(dvaBaivopev) bearing fruit, having spiritually the fear and hope 
toward Jesus.” 

Here zatafatvw no more fills the place of Bazrifw than does dya- 
fatvw, which the Baptist Quarterly acknowledges it cannot do. 
The representative of this unexpressed word is ‘the bearing 
fruit”’ as the effect of the impregnated water on the soul. 

Cyrit, 444: *“‘ For as Jesus bearing the sins of the whole world 
died, that having slain sin he might raise thee in righteousness; 
so, also, thou going down (xatafas) into the water (ef¢ td 5dwp) 
and after a manner buried (cagets) in the waters, as he in the rock 
(2 tH xétpz) might arise again walking in newness of life.” 

Here again, xatafe¢s no more represents fantiZw than does 
tages; and tagetc “after a manner in the waters” no more repre- 
sents faxrifw than does the body of the crucified Redeemer truly 
tages ¢v tH xétpa. Who is bold enough to reject the Bible baptism 
of the Lord Jesus on the Cross and substitute for it his BURIAL 
in the rock? The.baptism in this passage is no katabainism in 
water, but the effect claimed for the impregnated water as shown 
in ‘‘ walking in newness of life.’’ 

These passages are sufficient to show the gulf which separates 
the function of the water-covering zatafaivw from the function of 
the soul-cleansing fartfu. 

Kahinrw, xddogus. Dionystus ArEopacirs, 404: ‘The sacred 
symbols (cbyfoia) have great fitness. . . . As the body is covered 
(xadunrépevoy) in the earth, the complete covering (xddugic) by 
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water may suitably be received as a likeness of death and burial. 
This symbol teaching (supPokx) didaczadia) initiates the sacredly 
baptized (Sanr:fdpevov) by the three coverings (zeraddcec:) in the 
water into the imitation of the divine death and three days’ and 
nights’ burial (tag7s) of Jesus the giver of life.” 

Is xakinztw to be added to the list of words equivalents of faz- 
tifw? Will any one say that the latter word in its Patristic (or 
Classic) use can be substituted for the former word, as here used, 
reading— As the body is baptized in the EARTH ”? ITs there any 
such phrase in Christian Greek writers, or in heathen Greek 
writers, or is it possible to form such in accordance with Greek 
usage? If Sartifw cannot be applied to a “covering in the earth,” 
it may not, here, be applied to a zédugic in the water. 

Kadintw, xdhodus, xatadbw, xatdddets, Odxtw, tagy, are substantial 
equivalents, but neither of them has any equivalence with the 
Patristic Paxtifw, fdrtiopa. 

Karadbvw. Gregory Thaum., 1185: “It is necessary that I 
should, now, be baptized with this baptism and hereafter bestow 
upon men the baptism of the coequal Trinity. . . . Cover (zara- 
ducdv) me with the waters of the Jordan as she who bare me 
wrapped me in swaddling clothes. Give me the baptism (rd fdz- 
ttopa) as the Virgin gave me milk. Baptize me who am about to 
baptize them that believe through water and Spirit and fire (6 
Sdato¢ xat Ilvedpatos zat xvpds) by the water able (dare dvvapgvw) to 
wash away the filth of sins, by the Spirit able (Ivedpare duvapévw) 
to make the earthly spiritual, by fire (zupc) fit by nature to burn 
up the thorns of sin.” 

Karadvody covering in the waters of Jordan may respond to 
wrapping in swaddling bands; will the Patristic Saxtt{w do so? 
Could Gregory say—‘ Give me the zarddvew as the Virgin gave 
me milk?” Is there such a phrase to be found anywhere as “a 
xatdddots of the coequal Trinity ?” or, * a xataddate Ot Bdatos xad Mvedb- 
patos xat xvpos?”” That this word is not the equivalent of Barrila, 
and does not subserve the same office in the administration of 
baptism, is further shown by the adjunct dvvayévw with “ water,” 
and with ‘ Spirit” when a baptism is spoken of. ‘' Power” in 
water has nothing to do with a zaraddors; but it is the all-essential 
thing on which a Patristic baptism is suspended. 

Dipymus ALEx., 720: ‘They who come into orthodoxy, al- 
though they may have been baptized, are baptized, I do not say 
rebaptized (dvafantiZovrat) because they have not the true bap- 
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tism. The Eunomians because they practice but one covering 
(xarddvow), professing only to baptize (SaztiZeo0at) into the death 
of the Lord; the Phrygians, because they did not baptize into 
(<tc) the three holy hypostases, but believed the Father, the Son, 
and the Holy Spirit to be the sgme.” (Basil says (Hpist. 188), 
they baptized into the Father, and Son, and Montanus, or Pris- 
cilla.) 

Observe the marked discrimination, here and always, in the 
usage of xataddw and faxrifw, together with their derivatives. 
The Eunomian water covering is expressed by zatdddors, but when 
“the death of the Lord” is introduced, this word is promptly 
rejected and baptism is substituted. The same is true as to the 
_ Phrygians. Whether they used one zaraddots or three, in using 
the water, there was neither one nor three “ into the hypostases,”’ 
but this word is discarded and fazriSw is used. And when Basil 
speaks of their sentiments and practice, he does not speak of a 
xaraddets **into the Father, and Son, and Montanus, or Priscilla,” 
but a baptism. This discrimination is uniform. 

ATuHAnasius IV, 753: ‘As the Lord’s body buried in the 
earth begat salvation for the world, so, also, our body buried in 
the baptism begat righteousness for us. The likeness is thus: 
As Christ died and on the third day arose, so, also, we dying in 
the baptism arise. For the thrice covering (xataddeac) and uncov- 
ering (daddcac) the child in the pool signifies the death and third 
day resurrection of Christ.” 

The phrase tagév & t@ fartispate affords very facile ground for 
serious error through hasty interpretation. It may, very plausi- 
bly, be said, faxtionate here represents zatadderc, covering simply. 
But there are two objections to this: 1. The whole current of 
usage is against such a meaning; 2. The true representative of 
‘covering ” is tagév, which we have already seen to be used as the 
equivalent of xataddors. Unless these objections can be removed 
they are conclusive against this interpretation. A better one, 
harmonious with usage, may be found in either of two exposi- , 
tions: 1. Baztiopa is here used to denote the baptizing water 
characteristically, to wit, as water having the power (not to cover 
but) to baptize = to remit sin and to regenerate. This use of 
the word is shown (1) by its application to the water and the 
blood issuing from the wounded side of Christ, which (the blood, 
as well as the water) were called baptisms—‘‘two baptisms.” 
The reason for such appellation is found, not in their power to 
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cover, for the blood of Christ cannot cover his people, nor can 
the blood of martyrdom cover the martyr, but in their power to 
baptize = to remit sin, which is true in fact of the blood of 
Christ, and was thought (erroneously) to be true of the blood of 
martyrs; (2.) By its application to all water having this same 
power, because “1 tw Bantiopate” it secured the power to bap- 
tize. This designation of a liquid by a term denoting a quality 
imparted to it and which in turn it is capable of imparting is il- 
lustrated in 2 Maccabees 1:36, where Nehemiah calls a liquid 
which has secured the power of purifying, Napthar (2a0apiopd) 
purification. In like manner we call water to which a coloring 
quality has been imparted a dye, because it has secured the power 
of dyeing. This truth must be recognized or Patristic writings 
cannot be justly interpreted. A covering in dye water is one 
thing ; a covering in simple water is another thing. And no one 
has a right to make them one thing by abstracting the differen- 
tiating dyeing quality. Itis utter extinction to Patristic baptism 
to take away from its water its impregnating quality. 

When Athanasius speaks of a burial & tw PBaxtlopate there is 
no authority for converting his statement into a xaradder¢ within 
a simple fluid. That he does not contemplate a simple covering 
he shows very clearly by the statement of the effect of the bap- 
tizing water in “ begetting righteousness.” 2. Bdéztesya may not 
be used here specifically, but comprehensively (like ®ércoya) 
which means baptism = the rite, just as does, very frequently, 
faxteopa itself. In such case the preposition (¢v) in the phrase 
under consideration is not local, within a space, but temporal, 
during a time, ¢.e., the burial takes place within the rite, during 
the administration of the rite. Hither of these interpretations 
finds adequate justification and is harmonious with the usage of 
terms. That xaraddors is to be found in tag¢v and not in Partiopart, 
or is to be supplied by ellipsis, is evident from the subsequent 
introduction of zatadicat, dvaddoat in the triple covering of the 
child to denote burial and resurrection, which fSdztisya never 
does nor can represent. 

Basi IV, 884: ‘‘ But I do not know why it should have oc- 
curred to you to inquire concerning the uncovering (avadécews) in 
the baptism, since you have received the covering (xarddusw) as a 
type exemplifying the three days. For it is impossible to be 
baptized thrice without being uncovered (dvadura) as often.” 

The use of the phrase & t@ Paztiovate in connection with dva- 
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dedoews is confirmatory of the interpretation which makes it com- 
prehensive of the whole rite, since if Sarticpare be understood to 
mean covering, the phrase ‘ uncovering in the covering ” becomes 
impossible and absurd. We have, also, again the distinct state- 
ment that xaradders is not the baptism, but a type of a wholly 
different thing—the three days’ burial. The thrice baptizing will, 
again, come up for consideration. 

CLEMENT I, Rom. Pont., 800: ‘‘ Baptism is given into the death 
of Jesus. The water is instead of a sepulchre. The covering 
(xatddverc) is the dying with Jesus. The uncovering (dyddverc) is 
the rising with Jesus.” 

Here is an express explanation of xatddvets and dvddvets. It is 

anything but the Patristic fdrtiopa. 

The notions and utterance of these writers respecting baptism 
are mixed and incongruous as might be anticipated in such wide 
departures from Scripture teaching. We are told that baptism 
should be “‘ into the death of Christ.” This is scriptural; but it 
is a purely ideal baptism and does not admit of any physical 
representation. And yet the manner of using water was con- 
structed, not on the death, that was impossible, but on the 
burial of Christ, which does not by one word of Scripture enter 
into his baptism which takes place upon the Cross, or with our 
relation to that baptism. Again, we are told that it is heresy to 
baptize into the name or death of Christ, and the baptism should 
be into the Name of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. But in 
that case what becomes of the zatddvorcs burial and the dddverg 
resurrection? Are there any such things in the Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghost? And what becomes of the triple covering and un- 
covering—the typified three nights and three days? Converted 
into the three Persons of the Trinity are they? But does this 
shifting from the duplex-trine-type of days and nights to the 
single trine Persons of the Deity exhibit divine wisdom and con- 
gruity, or human folly and inconsistency? Whatever may have 
been the errors adopted by the Patrists they did not adopt the 
error of confounding zarddvets and Bdrtspa. 

Dionysius AREOP. (prior) 396: ‘‘The chief priest baptizes him 
thrice, invoking the trine Hypostasis of the blessed Deity, at the 
three coverings (xatadéccor) and uncoverings (dvaddceor) of the 
candidate.” 

421: ‘And since Jesus remained during three days and nights 
in the heart of the earth, the three nights are represented by the 
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three coverings (zatadscewy) and the three days by the three un- 
coverings (dvadéaewy).” 

No one acquainted with the Patristic Bdxtopya can confound 
these type burial-resurrection coverings and uncoverings with it. 

President Beecher gives the following quotations: Apostol. 
Constitut. L. ‘Three baptisms of one initiation.” Photius: 
‘““The three coverings and uncoverings of the baptism signify 
death and resurrection.” Theophylact: *“* As baptism through 
the covering typifies death, so through the uncovering it typifies 
the resurrection. ... He gave one baptism with threécoverings 
of the body to his disciples.” 

Zonaras is quoted as expounding the tpta Baxtiopara as the tpets 
xatadbcets. President Beecher inclines to this view, but does not 
think it necessary. Balsamon, also, is quoted as suggesting, not 
without misgiving, the same interpretation, thus: ‘“‘ The Sarriopata 
here seem to me instead of xatadécewv.” The doubt implied in 
this language is well justified. The teéa fartiopara can only be 
referred to the several baptisms into the three Persons of the 
Godhead. It is this explanation only which can constitute the 
“& Bdxteopa’’ into the Name of the Godhead in harmony with the 
“cola Baxtiopata”’ into (severally) the Father, the Son, and the 
Holy Ghost. This interpretation is required by the uniform usage 
of faxti€w and Bdéxtiopa. Three physical coverings can in no sense 
constitute one physical covering which they must be affirmed to 
do if “‘one baptism” be one covering; but ‘three coverings” 
may readily enter into something wholly diverse, to wit, ‘one 
baptism.” There is no difficulty in saying “three baptisms” into 
the several Persons (‘‘in Personas”) of the Deity make “one bap- 
tism”’ into the Name common to each Person of the Deity. 


Mergo—Mergito. 


TERTULLIAN J, 1206: “Going out of the washing we are 
anointed. . . . The ointment flows on us physically, but it profits 
spiritually ; as also the act of baptism itself is physical, because 
we are covered (mergimur) in water, but the effect is spiritual, 
because we are free from sins.” 

Here the physical water-covering is explicitly distinguished 
from the effect of the water as impregnated with a spiritual 
duvapic, the operation of which reaching to the soul constitutes 
the baptism, to wit, the remissionof sins. The physical act by 
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which the body is covered in water, or otherwise made subject to 
the influence of the water, no more constitutes the baptism, than 
does the pouring or the flowing of the ointment on the body con- 
stitute the spiritual anointing (endowment) of the soul with the 
graces of the Holy Spirit. Neither has the covering in water 
anything essential to do with the baptism—this is simply “ex 
ordine,”—as is demonstrated by the ‘almost daily ” baptism by 
pouring or sprinkling the water upon the sick. This was no mere 
quasi baptism. It was true, perfect, ‘‘most glorious” baptism, 
while it was no water-covering. 

1209: ‘After the waters of the Deluge by which old sin was 
purged away—after the Baptism, as I might say, of the world— 
the Dove returning with the olive-branch announced peace.” 

'. Here was a water-covering beyond the craving of any friend to 
dipping; but as a water-covering it was no Patristic baptism 
(classical it was because it was no dipping), but as taking away 
sin it was a baptism. The covering form of the deluge is of no 
account; it is the power of the deluge waters, as an agency, to 
purge the earth from sin which constitutes the ‘baptism of the 
world.” 

II, 280: ‘* He covers (mergit) the body destitute of salvation 
into this sacrament of salvation.” 

The simple covering of the body in this saving water is no 
more the baptism (— salvation), than is the simple covering of a 
fleece in a purple dye, the purple which the dye effects in the 
fleece. Mergo and fanri{w are never interchanged within the re- 
ligious sphere by these writers. Mergo may be used in the pro- 
cess by which a dye may be effected, but mergo never means TO 
DYE; and mergo may be used in the process by which Patristic 
baptism was effected, but mergo never means Patristic baptism. 

Jerome I, 661: ‘Micah 7:19 speaks of the grace of baptism— 
‘He will cast all our sins into the depth of the sea.’ How are all 
sins covered (merguntur) in the washing if one wife swims upon 
the surface ?” 

Jerome is speaking to the question— Unius uxoris virum.” 
Sins covered by God in the depths of the sea neveremerge. The 
grace of baptism removes all sin from the sinner, and leaves them 
in the bottom of the pool forever classically baptized, while the 
sinner through the remission of sins lives a patristically baptized 
man. Water-covering is not Patristic baptism. 

88 
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XI, 745: ‘‘ When we pass over the sea of baptism then the devil 
and his army are drowned (demergitur) for us as was Pharaoh.” 

This is another case of water-covering classical baptism. The 
devil and his army may be drowned by being covered in the sea 
of baptism, but the sinner fleeing from him is not drowned but 
baptized—washed from sin and regenerated into a divine life. 
The baptism of the devil and his army is a simple water-covering ; 
the baptism of Jerome and his associates is the remission of sins. 

VII, 495: ‘* One Lord, one faith, one baptism.’ It is said one 
faith, because we believe similarly upon the Father}and upon 
the Son, and upon the Holy Spirit. And one baptism, for in the 
same manner we are baptized into the Father, and into the Son, 
and into the Holy Spirit. And we are thrice covered (ter mer- _ 
gimur) that one sacrament of the Trinity may appear. And we 
are not baptized into the names of the Father, and the Son, and 
the Holy Spirit, but into one name, which expresses the Deity. 
.. . It may, also, be called one bapiism, because although we may 
be thrice baptized on account of the mystery of the Trinity, still 
it must be considered one baptism. That, also, is one baptism 
which is by water, by Spirit, and by fire.” 

Jerome like all others makes a broad discrimination in the use 
of baptizo and mergo. The latter is limited to the physical ele- 
ment, and the former is as strictly limited to an ideal element— 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, or of suchlike character. Besides, 
if these words were of like meaning and application, why introduce 
the foreign word into the Latin language and use it side by side 
with one of native origin? We, like the Latins, have adopted 
the Greek word on the declared ground that there is no word in 
the English language of the same meaning, with the same devel- 
opment, and the same peculiar application both as to form and 
subject. The same is true of the Latin; and when the theory 
borrows the Latin ¢m-mergo (immerse) for its Bible as the square 
equivalent of fazrifw, they do what Jerome would not do for his 
Bible. But perhaps the friends of the theory understand Latin 
as well as Greek better than the translator of the Vulgate. Yet 
for all this there has not been a Baptist book ever framed on the 
idea, that “to translate fazrifw into English is the easiest thing 
in the world,” for “ baptism is dipping, and dipping is baptism,” 
and “it means dip and nothing bat dip through all Greek litera- 
ture,” but what superabundautly disproved itself. 

Jerome satisfactorily explains the three baptisms, into the three 
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several persons, Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, as one baptism 
into one Name, comprehending the Three-One. He does not 
undertake the task of explaining that three water-coverings may 
be one water-covering. The interpretation of Eph. 4:5, ‘one 
baptism,” as one dipping into water (as against pouring or sprink- 
ling the water), never entered into the mind of any Patrist any 
more than of Jerome. 

II, 164: ** There are many other things observed in the Churches 
through tradition which have assumed the authority of written 
law, such as to cover (mergitare) the head three times in the 
washing.” 

This declaration of Jerome, that there is no scriptural warrant 
_ for covering the head thrice in water, might as truly be extended 
to covering it once. 

All Latin and Greek terms for covering in water in the rite are 
separate in use and meaning from fantita, 


Ewidence against the physical use of Banttfwv in greater force. 


That faxti{w and fdértiopa, by long and frequent use in organic 
phrases expressive of purification, have acquired the power in 
absolute use to express directly the meanings to purify, purifica- 
tion in relation to spiritual things, is authoritatively established 
by the following quotations : 

Oricen III, 704: *“* Physicians say, that to cure certain dis- 
eases not only is the cutting by a knife necessary, but burning, 
also. Cancers require to cut with the knife and to burn the 
roots with fire. Our sin is a cancer for which neither cutting nor 
burning, alone, is sufficient; both are needed. . . . Therefore the 
Saviour uses both sword and fire (et baptizat que non potuerunt 
Spiritus Sancti purificatione purgari), and baptizes those sins 
which could not be purged by the purification of the Holy Spirit.” 

The verb is here used absolutely, and the construction with sins 
(que) as its object constitutes an impassable gulf over which no 
friend of dipping can ever pass. Whoever may undertake the 
feat of dipping sins into ‘‘sword and fire” will have need to bear 
in mind the caution addressed to those who meddle with edged 
tools and burning coals. The only possible meaning which can 
be assigned to “‘baptizat” is purifies, washes, cleanses. “The 
Saviour purifies those sins which (or those things polluted by sin 
which) could not be purified by the purification of the Holy 
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Spirit.” When the verb appears in an organic phrase with an 
ideal element possessed of a purifying power, as in baptized into 
repentance, into remission of sins, into Christ, etc., it has not in 
itself the idea of purification, but it develops this idea by bringing 
its object under the controlling influence of the associate member 
of the phrase. This is the aspect in which the verb is introduced 
to our attention in the New Testament. These phrases present a 
combination absolutely novel. Words never before presented 
such forms, or such verbal conceptions, as ‘‘ baptize INTO REPENT- 
ANCE, be baptized INTO THE REMISSION OF SINS, bapWzed INTO 
Curist, baptized INTO THE DEATH OF CHRIST,” baptizing INTO THE 
Name of the Fatusr, and of the Son, and of the Hoty Guost. 
They are well calculated to arrest attention by their remarkable 
construction, their profound meaning, and the priceless worth of 
their sentiment. We might well conclude, that it was something 
of no ordinary character which thus induced the Holy Spirit to 
originate new forms of expression (almost constraining their 
preservation in all languages and their perpetuation through all 
ages in the same identical terms), taxing the power of language 
to the uttermost in order to its enunciation. This was true. The 
exigency arose in the wondrous death and purifying power of the 
atoning blood of God manifest in the flesh to cleanse a guilty race 
and restore redeemed souls to subjection and affiliation to the 
living God, Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. As the symbol and 
exponent of this marvellous work the wisdom of God has chosen 
above all other words, the word BAIITIZ2._ This word in its com- 
binations exhausts, so far as human imagination can receive it, 
the depths of repentance, of remission of sin, of the bleeding 
wounds of the Crucified, of the duties of creatures, and of the 
sovereign rights of the fully revealed Jenovau. This word will 
endure and be diffused in all languages to bear witness to the 
profoundest SPIRITUAL PURIFICATION as essential to union and 
communion with the God of heaven and earth. 
TERTULLIAN ITI, 1082: A letter from Cyprian to Jovian con- 
tains the following passage: ‘It is necessary that the water be 
first purified (zadapifecdar) and sanctified (dj:dZec0ar) by the priest, 
that it may be able by its own baptism (007907 tw Wtw Baxtispate) 
to purge (dzoop5far) the sins of the baptized (Baxtifouévov) man.” 
It is impossible for evidence to be more complete in proof of 
the usage of Sdztopa to express directly PURIFICATION. Does the 
priest purify and sanctify the water by dipping it into itself or 
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into anything else? Is it possible to dip a pool of water into 
sprinkled oil and invocation any more than to dip the Homeric 
lake into frog’s blood? Does not zxa0apiZw mean purify? Does 
not dyiélw mean sanctify? Is not Bazxricpat: the child of this 
parentage? Has the law, ‘Like begets like,” been abrogated, 
so that purification and sanctification bring forth that strangeling 
—a dipping? But the force of the evidence cannot be increased 
by multiplying words. I only add, that expressions equivalent 
with that of this passage abound. They do not, however, usually 
employ the terms baptize, baptism, but the equivalents purify, 
purification, cleanse, cleansing. And hereby, namely, by the in- 
terchange of fazriZw with terms expressive of purification as 
equivalents, we have the argument from the refusal to interchange 
| Baxtifw with terms expressive of physical covering as equivalents, 
driven home and fastened as a nail in a sure place. There is no 
characteristic of Patristic writings more certain or more abound- 
ing than the equivalent interchange of faxt‘f<w and words expres- 
sive of purification, such as zadapiSw, dovw, mundo, lavo, and such 
like. It must be observed, however, that such interchange is not 
with Sazri<w in organic phrases such as appear in the New Testa- 
ment and in Patristic writings, namely, farril. efc petdvoray, ei¢ 
dgeat, els Xprotov, etc., but in its absolute use as having absorbed 
within itself and expressing by itself the import of the entire 
phrase. Such development is in the most absolute harmony with 
the laws of language, and the fact of such usage as that indicated 
establishing the development as a historical fact, is one of math- 
ematical certainty. Some illustrative quotations will now be pre- 
sented. 


Kadapizw, hoow, mundo, lavo, etc. = Bantitw. 


CiEeMENs Rom. I (Const. Apost.), 1081: ‘+O thou, who hast said 
through the holy prophets, ‘Wash (Aodw) you, make you clean,’ 
and hast established through Christ spiritual regeneration, look 
now upon these baptized (fazréZw) ones and bless them. dodw = 
Bantifo. 

1124: **O thou who givest water for drinking and for purifica- 
tion (xdédapor) and oil to gladden the face, now, through Christ, 
sanctify this water and oil, and grant effectual power to heal, to 
expel diseases, and to put to flight demons.” Addapou = Baéxtiopa. 

1460: ‘1 am fully persuaded that the holy baptism (@dztopua) 


598 PATRISTIC BAPTISM. 


of Christ is spiritual purification (zé0apow) and regeneration both 
of soul and body.” Addapow = Bantropa. 

Dionysius ArEopagitm#, 484: ‘* Whence” (because Christ = 
anointed, sanctifies) ‘‘as I think, ointment is sprinkled upon the 
purifying baptistery (xa0aprix@ faxciotypiw) in the form of a cross, 
showing that Jesus by his death through the cross delivered those 
baptized (farteZopevors) into his death, from death.” The conjoint 
xadaptix@ Baxtiotyptw shows the intimate conjunction of zadapilw 
and farnrifw. 

Justin Martyr, 420, 500-516: ‘* We will relate how, being re- 
newed through Christ, we consecrate ourselves to God. ... Upon 
(2x?) the Name of the Father of all and Lord God, and of our 
Saviour Jesus Christ, and of the Holy Spirit, they are washed 
(Aovtpév xotodvtae) by the water... . This washing (Aovzpdv) is called 
illumination, because those learning these things are illuminated 
as to their understanding. The illuminated is washed (Aoderat) 
... Isaiah did not send you to the bath there to wash away 
(azoovcapévovs) murder and other sins, which not all the water 
of the sea is sufficient to purify (xa@apioar) ; but this saving wash- 
ing (Aourpév) was announced to the repenting no longer seeking 
purification (zadaprZopuévous) by the blood of goats and sheep, but by 
and through the blood of Christ. . . . Through the washing (Aouzpév) 
of repentance and the knowledge of God, as Isaiah cries. .. . Be 
baptized (SarrtoOyte) as to the soul from anger, and avarice, and 
envy, and hate, and behold the body is pure (xa6apdv). . . . Wash 
(Aobcacbe) and be pure (xadapot), and put away the evil from your 
souls, as the Lord commands you to wash (Aoveacdac) with this 
washing (Aovzpdv). For we have not received that worthless bap- 
tism (fdzreoua) of cisterns, for it is of no value compared with this 
baptism (Sdztopya) of life. 

Justin M. continually interchanges Aodw, zadapiZw and Barri, as 
also, Aovtpdv, xa0apdv, and Bdxtiopa, as alike expressive of the 
highest spiritual purification, and never for a simple water cover- 
ing or for a physical purification by simple water, however used. 

Ianarius, 660: “ Jesus Christ was born and baptized (fazrifw) 
that he might purify (zadap/Sw) the water.” The changed condi- 
tion of water here expressed by xaéapéfw, is the same as that ex- 
pressed heretofore by faxtiopare. 

TERTULLIAN I, 1216: ‘* Heretics have not one baptism (baptis- 
mus) with us because they have not the same. ... We receive 
washing (lavacrum) once.... We have indeed a second washing 
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(lavacrum), one and the same, to wit, of blood, of which the 
Lord says, ‘I have a baptism (baptismo) to be baptized with.’... 
These two baptisms (baptismos) he shed from the wound of 
his pierced side, that they who believe in his blood might be 
washed (lavarentur) with water, and they who had been washed 
with water might drink the blood of martyrdom. This is that 
baptism (baptismus) which represents the washing (lavacrum) 
when not received and restores it when lost.” 

More absolute evidence for the interchange and equivalence of 
baptismus and lavacrum, and that neither is employed for a 
physical cleansing or covering, could not be furnished. How can 
a lavacrum sanguinis either physically cleanse or cover? And 
yet this ‘“‘lavacrum sanguinis” is one and the same (unum et 
- ipsum) with the “baptismus aque.” This is an absurd statement 
except as both spiritually cleanse from sin. And this was a uni- 
versal faith. It is no less absurd to call the water and the blood 
flowing from the wounded side of Christ ‘duos baptismos,” ex- 
cept.as the water of Cyprian “r@ dw faxticpate” by its own bap- 
tism (purification) secures the power to baptize (to purify). To 
contend, that lavo, lavacrum, baptismus, relate to physical wash- 
ings, and coverings, is to fight, with the eyes shut, against the 
wind when the battle has been all lost. 

III, 1198: “* They who have been baptized (baptizat?) by this 
baptism of blood alone, obtain a sound faith and worthy washing 
(lavacri), and to be baptized in either way (uwtroque modo) by 
water or blood, equally secures one baptism (baptisma) of salva- 
tion and honor.” Was this lavacrum of blood and baptisma of 
salvation and honor, a thing of physics, crimsoning the body and 
brightening the flesh, ora common cleansing of the soul? 

OriGcEN II, 980: “Christ shed his blood that we may go hence 
washed (lot?) by our blood. It is the baptism (baptisma) of blood, 
only, which makes us more clean than the baptism of water... . 
Christ called the shedding (profusionem) of his blood, baptism 
(baptisma).... If God should grant that I might be washed 
(diluerer) by my own blood, that I might receive this second 
baptism (baptisma) enduring death for Christ, I would go safe 
out of this world.” 

Here we have lavo, diluo, baptizo, baptisma, interchanged as 
equivalents where physical washings or cleansings are absurdly 
impossible. Origen, like Tertullian, calls profusio sanguinis, a 
BAPTISMA. 
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III, 280: “Jesus baptizes (farcifw) by the Holy Ghost and 
fire... he baptizes the holy by the Holy Ghost, and him who sins 
again he WASHES (dover) with fire.... Blessed is he who does 
not need that baptism which is from fire.... Most miserable is 
he who needs to be BAPTIZED by fire.” 

Here, again, dodw and faztifw are interchanged under circum- 
stances which, rationally, exclude physics. 

GREGORY Ndanan en III, 462: ‘ He furnished a double Saath 
cation (xa0dpowy) for men, through the eternal Spirit, and through 
our own blood.” The translator says, ‘‘a double baptism (bap- 
tismum).” And Gregory does the same (960), “‘ Baptism (faz- 
tia) is twofold, through washing (Aodtpov) and suffering 
(xd 0ovs).”” 

' In this latter statement Avvtpcv takes the place of the ‘ eternal 
Spirit” in the former. It cannot take the place of water, simple, 
because no Patrist ever believed that simple water could effect 
the Christian baptisma. And zd0o¢ takes the place of martyrdom. 

Nonnus Panop. 753, 756: ** And why dost thou baptize (fazzi- 
fers)? Whence dost thou purify (xadafpers) man with water? I 
have come baptizing with water of the purifying washing... 
He that sent me before to baptize the body of regenerate men by 
washing (Avetpots) without fire and without spirit.” Barrifecs — 
xadaipsts. 

* Heinsius, a commentator on the paraphrase of John by 
Nonnus, objects to the substitution of zadappod for xadapicpod in 
John 3:25. He says zadapydés denotes an expiatory victim, while 
xadapcondc denotes the removal of uncleanness by washing. Of 
which purifications there were many kinds in use among the 
Jews. Different from both was 6 dywopds expiation. For this 
John substituted repentance. Tlam autem ¢ zadaprouds sequebatur, 
quem et farreopdy dixerunt Helleniste, quibus omnia ad unum fere 
nomina antiqui Christiani debent—The xadapronds (purification) 
which the Greeks also, called Saxttepcv (baptism) followed.” ... 
Here is a competent witness who declares, not controversially but 
historically, that Jews, Greeks, and Christians, regarded ‘ bap- 
tism ” (fantespdv) and “purification” (za0apicpov) as equivalent 
terms. Neither Jew nor Gentile ever believed xadapropds to express 
a dipping into water; fdxteova has just as little to oo: with dip- 
ping as its meaning. 

Aruanasius III, 1366: “‘He shall baptize (Sartice) you by 
the Holy Ghost.’ This means, that he will purify (zadapé) you. 
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For the baptism of John is not able to do this, but the baptism 
of Christ has power to take away sins.” IV, 228: ‘Through 
the side of the second Adam came redemption and purification 
(Abtpov xa xaddpotov). For redemption is through the blood, and 
purification is through the water (Oca tod dtpatos, Ota tod Hdatos).” 

Athanasius here expressly says, Partice: means xabope. And 
the nature of this purification, no less when water is used than 
when it is not used, no less when water is used as a covering 
than when the Holy Ghost acts alone, is a spiritual purification, 
and the covering in the water or any other mode of using the 
water is no more expressed by fazriSw than it is expressed by 
xabaotZw. The ‘*redemption and the purification” coming from 
the side of the second Adam are the ‘two baptisms” of Tertul- 
lian, and Origen, and Gregory. 

The evidence proving that za@apifw, odw, mundo, lavo, and 
their derivatives are interchanged as equivalents with fazri%w and 
its derivatives as expressive of a condition of spiritual purifica- 
tion is varied in its nature and perfect in its value. And all the 
weight of this evidence is confirmatory of the previous evidence 
showing that farrifw is not interchanged as an equivalent with 
zatadivw, demergo, and other words constantly and exclusively 


used to express a physical water covering. ; 


KddapKw, hobw, not used with Ideal Element. 


An additional step in the evidence developing the nature and 
use of faxrifw is found in the fact, that while it may, classically, 
be interchanged as equivalent with xatadivw, demergo (which za6a- 
' pitw, dobw never can) and while it may, patristically, be inter- 
changed as equivalent with xadapifw, hodw (which xzatadivw, de- 
mergo, never can), still, neither of these alien classes of words, 
between which fazr/fw thus appears as a connecting link, is ever 
used as interchangeable equivalents with it in its usage with ideal 
elements. Thus, we never have zatadivw, demergo (and just as 
little xadapi{w, hobw), sig petdvocay, els dpeow, eis Xototov. If the 
idea of faxtif<w was exhausted by a simple covering, as is the 
case with zatadivw, demergo, and if it is so freely and constantly 
interchanged with them as is claimed, then, it would be inexpli- 
cable that such interchange never took place in ideal relations. 
That no such interchange does take place is undeniable; that 
any such interchange, as is claimed, does take place, is denied. 
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The reason for this diverse usage is found in the fact, that Pantilw 
is not exhausted by the expression of mere covering. 

The whole current of the usage of this word, no less Classical 
than Jewish and Christian, shows, that its affinity is not with 
fdxrw (first) to dip, but with Sdéxrw (second) to dye, to color in 
any way, to communicate quality, characteristic and abiding, like a 
color. In this last sense faztw has an exceedingly limited use, 
as “* Sdxretat dnd tov gavtaciwy 7 yoy; The soul is imbued (colored) 
by the thoughts ;” “ Acxatoobvn BeBappdvov eis 3400¢ Imbued (colored) 
by integrity through and through.” This usage, of the greatest 
breadth and importance, Sdztw can hardly be said to enter. It 
but plants its foot upon the threshold, and introduces its offspring 
fanrifw to the work. That this task of developing and communi- 
cating characteristic quality is taken up by fazxtitw where it is 
dropped by faézxrw (limiting itself to coloring quality) is shown 
by the adoption of the same grammatical forms, the Dative (dca- 
woobvy) and the Genitive (5x0 téy gaytactwy) as agencies, and the 
Accusative with ef¢ (et¢ fads) to denote entrance into and the 
throughness within which the quality is communicated. The 
usage of farriSw can never receive just appreciation and intelli- 
gent discrimination from that of words related, in some respects, 
without this element derived from its origin is borne in mind. 

It is this character which qualifies it for use in ideal relations 
where characteristic quality is to be developed and communicated 
to its object. And it is the entire lack of any power in zatadwvw, 
demergo, etc., etc., to develop and communicate quality which 
precludes their use in such phrases as ei¢ perdvoray, ec dgeow, ei¢ 
Xptordv. In like manner, although for diverse reason, it is im- 
practicable to use xadapifw, dobw, mundo, lavo, etc., etc., in such 
ideal relations. These words already express in themselves, gen- 
erically, the idea which is intended to be developed by these 
phrases. The word baptize in the organic phrases, baptize into 
repentance, into remission, into Christ, does not mean purify ; 
but it carries its object (ideally) ‘into repentance,” so as to 
become thoroughly interpenetrated with it, and hence purified 
through the influence of godly sorrow for sin; so, its object be- 
comes interpenetrated with remitted sin, and hence is purified ; 
and so, its object becomes interpenetrated with all the virtues of 
the redeeming blood of Christ, and hence is purified from all sin. 
Now, while in any of these full phrases baptize can never mean 
‘“ purify,” yet when by long and frequent use these phrases 
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become abbreviated and represented by the one word baptize, 
then the value of the entire phrase is transferred to and expressed 
by that word, and it secures the meaning to purify. And it is at 
this point, and only at this point, that it comes into relationship 
with zadapifw, dobw, mundo, lavo, purgo, purifico, and a host of 
like words, in whose equivalent fellowship we find it all through 
the Patristic writings. This is just what language development 
demands. Frequency of usage and length had abbreviated the 
ideal phrases of Scripture and conferred their idea upon a single 
word. But this Patristic development cannot be carried back to 
the New Testament. It may be used as proof, and that most 
conclusive, to show the value of its phrases, but the meaning 
acquired through one or more centuries cannot be applied to the 
word in its phrase relations, nor to its earliest abbreviations, 
when it would rather elliptically suggest the phrase than justly 
claim the right or power to express of itself what was yet the 
undivided thought of the whole. 

These principles and facts indicate the double usage which ex- 
cludes fazrifw from the water-covering function of zatadivw, and 
includes it with zxaéapi{w in expressing the spiritual purification 
which was believed to be effected by the impregnated water of 
Christian baptism however it might be used, whether by covering, 
pouring, sprinkling, or in any other becoming way. 


Tingo. 


There is another word which appears (especially in some of the 
Patristic writings) that is supposed to yield proof, that fanrilw 
means to dip. I refer to the use of tingo. This word is not of 
common use in early Christian writings, but appears with fre- 
quency in Tertullian, and, with less prominence, in Augustine. 
This usage it will be proper to consider in the present connection. 

Tingo, as used in connection with Christian baptism, cannot be 
assumed to prove that Sazrif<w means to dip, without assuming 
that tingo, as so used, means to dip, and that, in this meaning, it 
squarely represents fanti{w. There are difficulties in the way of 
both of these assumptions. But the first might, limitedly, be 
true and the last remain untrue. 

To dip is not the sole meaning of tingo, nor is it, according to 
the Lexicons, its leading meaning. Its various phases of mean- 
ing are exhibited in the related words of other languages, as in 
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the Greek réyywv, to wel, the English tinge, to color, and the Ger- 
man tiinchen fo whiten. The Latin tingo with the leading mean- 
ings to dip, to dye, has appropriate modifications of both these 
meanings, as is shown in Classic Baptism. To wet and to wash, 
are natural subordinate meanings of dip, when the act carries its 
object into pure water; as to dye, to color, to stain, are natural 
outgrowths of a dipping into coloring liquids. And to whiten (to 
take out stains or color) is a no less legitimate meaning from dip- 
ping into a liquid which has bleaching qualities—the power to 
make of a white color. ‘ 

As tingo secures the meaning to dye (without reference to 
mode, dropping the action of dipping) from dipping into liquids 
having coloring qualities, expressing the communication of such 
quality, so, it secures as legitimately the meaning to imbue by 
dipping into a real or ideal element which has a yuality other than 
that of color and which it imparts to the object placed within it. 
The specific character of imbue depending upon the specific 
quality with which it may be related. The meanings to dye, to 
imbue, are not dependent upon (although they may be connected 
with) the act of dipping. Their dependence is upon the coloring 
or other quality of the element by which the dyeing or imbuing 
is effected. 

It is obvious from these general statements, that the simple use 
of tingo in connection with Christian baptism cannot justify a 
presumption much less the assumption that it must mean to dip. 
If it should be admitted that it may or does mean fo. dip, still 
there would remain that most vital inquiry—IJnto what does it 
dip? The answer to this inquiry rules in the most absolute man- 

ner the worth or worthlessness of the act of dipping as an element 
~ in the transaction. 

If there be an element of peculiar quality with which tingo 
stands related in Christian baptism, then, in like relation, when 
such element is not expressed tingo must still have its determin- 
ing tinge from that element, being colored or imbued with its 
quality whatever that may be. 

1. The first point, then, to be determined in considering the 
meaning and value of téngo as used by Tertullian is this: Does 
this ¢éngo stand related to simple water or to some element (physi- 
cal or ideal) possessed of a quality communicable to the object 
dipped (really or ideally) into it? 

To this question there can be but one reply. Tertullian and 


TINGO. 605 


his associates with one voice deny that the water-in their baptism 
is simple water. They affirm that it is impregnated with a divine 
influence by which it is itself purified and ganctified, and invested 
with a power to purify and sanctify spiritually those who are 
dipped into it, or who are otherwise brought under its influence. 
They declare that a man who goes down into this water “black” 
with sin, comes up out of it “ whiter than snow.” In view of 
such characteristic Tertullian says: The devil dips (¢ingit) his 
disciples into simple water under the lying promise of the re- 
moval of sin (de lavacro) by the washing. 

It is unnecessary to adduce special quotations to indicate this 
point. Its evidence saturates the quotations already given, and 
is to be found everywhere. 

Now, suppose that this téngo represents the act of dipping into 
this remarkable water, is it not a supreme blunder to make the 
value of the transaction turn upon such act? Is not the power 
of the rite concentrated in the quality of the water? Has dip 
any value beyond any other act which brings its object under the 
influence of this water? Does not dingo in the dye-house (where 
dipping is going on constantly) lose its dipping under the strong 
coloring of the dye-tub? Could the ecclesiastical tingo fare any 
better in dealing with such water in the baptistery? However 
much he may have gone into this water as a dipper, he could 
never tarry there a century without coming out a tinctor (not 
dyer, but analogously) a purifier. Whether tingo ever entered 
the baptistery to dip may be an open question, but that it comes 
out to purify is a concluded question. 

Proof that this must be so from language development is found 
in the use of ¢ingo in the religious rites of heathenism, as seen in 
Ovid, Fast. IV, 787-790: 


An, quia cunctarum contraria semina rerum 
Sunt duo, discordes ignis et unda Dei; 
Junxerunt elementa patres: aptumque putarunt 
Ignibus et sparsa tingere corpus aqua? 


‘¢Ts it because the diverse seeds of all things are two, the dis- 
cordant Gods fire and water, that our Fathers have joined those 
elements, and have thought proper TO PURIFY THE BODY by fire 
and sprinkled water ?” 

The whole current of this passage, as well as the forms and 
construction of the last line, preclude any other translation of 
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“tingere” than fo purify. It is a pure impossibility either ¢o dip 
or to dye the body in “sprinkled water.” Beside, ‘to purify” 
religiously is but the simplest and most legitimate extension of 
to wash on the one hand, and to dye on the other hand. Tingo 
unquestionably has both these meanings. Ovid gives conclusive 
proof of the first meaning in Metamorph. II, 459: “* Nuda super- 
Susis tingamus corpora lymphis; Let us wash our naked bodies 
by water poured over them.” Now whether religious purification 
be ingrafted on to dingo through washing or through dyeing (an 
uncolored quality making pure as a colored quality imparts its 
dye) is of no consequence; it has it, and has it most legitimately. 
“These are they who have washed their robes and made them 
WHITE in the BLOOD of the Lamb.”’ This statement in the ordinary 
sense of its terms is a contradiction; justly interpreted is a truth. 
The blood of the Lamb has a quality which washes out the stains 
of sin and dyes the soul white. Sprinkled water can neither wash 
nor dye, yet can do both; it can wash out religious defilement 
and make white. This washing and coloring meet together in 
purification. And it is through these channels, by means of 
impregnated purifying water, that Tertullian brings tingo into 
relation with fazrifw. If the interpretation of the passage from 
the Fasti needed confirmation, it could be found in another pas- 
sage, IV, 725: 


Certe ego transilui positas ter in ordine flammas 
Virgaque rorantes laurea misit aquas. 


‘““T leaped thrice through the flames placed in order, and the 
laurel branch scattered the sprinkling waters.” 

Here the twofold purifying is seen in actual use without any 
dipping into the sprinkled water. This purification of heathenism 
we now transfer within, at least a heretical Christianity, under 
the authority of TrrTuLuian II, 1060: 


Bis docuit tingi transducto corpore flamma. 


“He, Valentinus, taught to be purified twice, the body being 
taken through the flame.” The Annotator says Tertullian refers 
tojsome heretics who purified (baptizarent) twice, once with water, 
once with fire. Tingo and baptizo are interchanged by Tertullian 
and his Annotator. There is an adequate basis for so doing, but 
that basis is not found in dip, which is no meaning of baptizo. 
It is to be found in the fact that both these words secure the 
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power to communicate quality to their object. We have met 
repeatedly with the statement of water being baptized, 7.e., a 
certain quality communicated to it, that it might be able to bap- 
tize, t.€., to communicate the like quality in turn. Thus Tertul- 
lian calls the water and the blood coming from the wounded side 
of Christ “two baptisms” (duos baptismos), baptized that they 
might baptize. So Cyprian speaks of water baptized (impregnated 
with a purifying power), that ‘‘ by its own baptism ” (= purifica- 
tion) it might be able to purify. In precisely the same manner 
tingo is used to express the communication of a quality to water 
that the water may exercise, through tingo, that same quality. 
Thus Ovip, Metamorph. 1V, 388: 


Et incerto fontem medicamine tinzit. 


“And tincted the fountain with a dubious drug.” It is impos- 
sible for éingo here to mean either dip or dye. To dip ‘a foun- 
tain” in a drug is an absurdity. To dye a fountain with a drug 
which has no coloring quality is an impossibility. The fitness 
of iingo to officiate in such a case must be found in the analogy 
between the communication of a quality in both cases, extending 
the province of ¢tingo to the communication of quality without 
color. An extended usage in this direction would necessitate (to 
escape confusion between colored and uncolored qualities) the 
introduction of a new word. This was done by the Greeks. 
When fazrw passed from dipping into uncolored liquids to dipping 
into colored liquids, and secured the meaning to dye without 
dipping (as illustrated in éSéxreto 0 dtpate Atuvy, the lake was 
dyed with blood”), there arose a necessity, in the exigencies of 
language, to advance still further, as shown by dezatoobvy Pefappevov, 
“IMBUED” (certainly neither dipped nor dyed) ‘in integrity.” 
Yet just as certainly this usage comes through fdzrw to dye. As 
the necessity for expressing such conceptions must be of frequent 
occurrence, and fdztw was already doubly weighted, the duty was 
handed over to faxriSw. And thus this word by its derivation 
has a hereditary right and facility to express the communication 
of quality to liquids, and through liquids to persons, which does 
not belong to other words with which it is related in other func- 
tions, as zaradbvw for instance. Wine is baptized by pouring water 
intoit. The condition of the wine ischanged,; the unintoxicating 
quality of water is communicated to it. The analogy of this bap- 
tism to that of the tincted water of the fountain is obvious. Yet 
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more striking is the analogy with the wine baptized (changed in 
quality) by a drug, which in turn baptized the drinker of it. This 
is precisely parallel with the case of the baptizing water of Ter- 
tullian, which being baptized by a new quality communicated to 
it, did in turn, through its own baptism, baptize — communicate 
its purifying quality to those coming under its influence. 

The effort of Tertullian to extend the sphere of tingo so as to 
embrace that of faxtiSw was unsuccessful. It did not succeed 
with himself. His writings everywhere show.the necessity which 
he felt, at times, to introduce the Greek word, and oftentimes in 
common with others to employ the Greek and Latin words in 
contrast; the first in a good sense, the last in a bad sense. This 
was especially done by using tingo to express the baptisms of 
heretics and baptizo to express those of the Church. The Latin, 
like the English, had no word corresponding in character with 
this Greek word, and the attempt, not to translate it by tingo, but 
to mould this word after the fashion of the Greek, did not succeed. 

-If Tertullian had believed that tingo to dip was the just repre- 
sentative of faxti{m what was to hinder his uniform translation 
of the latter word by the former? But he does not do it. His 
constant use of tingo shows that in his mind it was related to the 
dyeing side of that word and not to the dipping. Applied to the 
baptizing water of the Church it developed a purifying quality, 
and sins were washed, cleansed, purified; but applied to the bap- 
tizing water of heretics, it developed a defiling and polluting 
quality aggravating sin. The water of heretics was like a bad 
dye; it spoiled all that was put into it; it defiled and polluted. 
Therefore Tertullian says, “tincti apud hxreticos, profana aqua, 
maculati—the tincted by heretics are stained by their profane 
water ;” those tincted in heresy (in heeresi tinctos) are made filthy 

‘(sordidatos) ; their ¢inction is an infection (tinctura infecta) ; it 
is a contagion (contagione tinctus); it is false, contagious, and 
profane (mendacio et contagione profane tinctionis). The same 
conception of heretical water as a quasi dye with a polluting 
quality, is presented by Cyprian, “‘those éincted outside of the 
Church are stained by the pollution of their profane water” (foris 
Licclesiam tincti, maculati). So Augustine declares that such 
when éincted are infected (tinctus et infectus). And Ambrose in 
the same spirit declares that the twelve at Ephesus were com- 
manded by Paul to be baptized (baptizari) “ because they had 
not been tineted (fuerant non tinct?) washed, made white, puri- 
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fied but had been defiled, polluted, stained (sordidati) by an 
adulterous (adulierino) baptism under the name of John.” 

That Tertullian uses ¢iéngo in a sense related to dyeing may 
be argued from his unquestionable use of the word for dyeing in 
I, 1305: ‘ Si ab initio rerum Tyri tinguerent If from the begin- 
ning of things the Tyrians dyed ;” and II, 1094, ‘ Purpura nec 
Tyrio sic est intineta rubore Such purple is not dyed with Tyrian 
purple.” On this passage his Annotator quotes from Jamblichus, 
“eapillitio in fuluum aurum tincto.” Now, translate this pas- 
sage either— with hair dipped into yellow gold,” or, “ with hair 
dyed (by passing) into yellow gold,” ¢inctus expresses in itself (by 
antecedent usage), dyed and “in fuluum aurum” expresses the 
specific nature of the dye, or tinctus is used to develop the dye- 
ing quality which belongs to “fulvum aurum,” and the phrase 
means DYED a golden-yellow. There was no dipping, in fact, of 
the hair ‘‘into yellow gold” or into a yellow dye of any kind. If 
dipping be introduced it is wholly subordinate and ministrant to 
the effect. This is precisely the truth with reference to Tertul- 
lian’s use of “ tingo”’ in connection with baptizing water, and as 
a substitute for fazr:Zw in ideal relations. And it is a matter of’ 
concluding force that téngo is used in these ideal relations, and 
no other word. It is because of its power to develop quality and 
bring its object under the influence of such quality (quasi dye) 
that it is so used. Other words as zaradivw, demergo, can cover 
as well or better than ¢ingo; but they have not its usage for ex- 
tracting quality from the covering element, and therefore are 
never used to fill the place of fazriZw in relations where quality 
is to be communicated. Let us look at the evidence for this. 


Tingo a Substitute for Baxti<w in Ideal Relations. 


There can be no doubt as to Tertullian’s very frequent substi- 
tution of tingo for Paxrifw. And it should be held just as certain 
that this was not on the ground that tingo to dip was the equiva- 
lent of this Greek word. Tertullian well knew that there was no 
such equivalence between these words, for he was a Greek scholar. 
When, therefore, he substitutes tingo in passages where the Greek 
word occurs it must be for other and better reasons than that of 
word equivalence. The fact of substitution is proved by the 
following passages. 

TreRTULLIAN I, 1212: ‘John in preaching the baptism (baptis- 
mum) of repentance into the remission of sins, announced a 

39 
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future remission through Christ. .. . Likewise John only bap- 
tized in repentance; soon one would come who should baptize in 
spirit and fire; because a true and firm faith is baptized by water 
into salvation, but a pretended and feeble faith is by fire baptized 
into condemnation—Item in sola penitentia tnguere ; venturum 
mox qui tingueret in spiritu et igni. Scilicet, quia vera et stabilis 
fides aqua tinguitur in salutem; simulata autem et infirma, igni 
tinguitur in judicium.” 

It is evident that éinguo appears here as the substitute for the 
fanzif{w of John and is intended to fulfil the office of that word 
whatever it was. Tertullian did not understand that office to be a 
dipping into water, for none appears in his statement and none 
belongs to the word. When he drops the phraseology of Scrip- 
ture and speaks of ‘ faith by water tnguitur in salutem” water is 
again absolutely excluded as the element of dipping as it is ex- 
cluded in Scripture and we are shut up to the interpretation of tin- 
guitur in salutem as an organic phrase from which ‘ tinguitur,” 
translate as you may, is inseparable, and the joint teaching of its 
parts is, that a firm faith is made fully participant of salvation. The 
same remarks may be made of the phrase zgni tinguitur in judi- 
cium. ‘‘Fire” like water is excluded from being the receiving 
element, and the phrase teaches that a simulated faith is brought 
fully under the divine condemnation. Both which sentiments are 
eminently scriptural. 

Cap. XI, De Bapt.: ‘But behold, they say, the Lord came 
and did not. baptize (tingit). For we read, ‘ Nevertheless he 
baptized not (non tinguebat) but his disciples,’ as if John had 
announced that he would baptize (tincturum) by his own hands. 
. . » He will baptize (¢énguet) you, that is, ye shall be baptized 
(tingueminz) by him or into him (in ipsum). But let it not trouble 
any one because he did not baptize (¢inguebat). For into what 
should he baptize (¢¢ngueret)? into repentance? to what purpose, 
then, his Forerunner? into the remission of sins, which he 
gave by a word? into himself, whom he veiled with humility ? 
into the Holy Spirit, who had not yet descended from the Father? 
into the Church, which the Apostles had not yet builded? There- 
fore his disciples baptized (tinguebant) with the same baptism 
(baptismo) as that of John.” 

It is certain, 1. That éénguo is substituted for Baxtiiw; 2. It is 
certain that ¢inguo is not used for a naked dipping “ into repent- 
ance,” ‘into the remission of sins,” “into Himself,” “into the 
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Holy Spirit,” “into the Church;” 3. It is certain, that My 
phrases are saturated with iaaeaes, 

1214: “Whether the Apostles were baptized (tinct?) or re- 
mained unwashed (dlotz).” 

The contrast between “‘tincti” and “‘illoti” requires that 
““tincti” should express a condition effected and not a dipping. 

1217: ‘* We have a second washing (lavacrum), one and the 
same (with that of water) to wit, of blood; of which the Lord 
says, ‘I have to be baptized (¢inguz) with a baptism (baptismo),’ 
when he had already been baptized (tinctus fuisset). . . . This is 
Baptism (Baptismus) which realizes (representat) the washing 
(lavacrum) of water when it has not been received and restores 
— it when lost.’’: 

Here, 1. Tinguo fills the place of Puxritw in the Scripture text; 
2. It is associated with baptismo in blood baptism; 3. It is called 
“‘ washing of blood;” 4. It is said to be “‘one and the same” with 
the washing of water; 5. This tenetio (= lavacrum) of blood is 
expressly called ‘‘ Baptismus.” Any one who will undertake to 
hedge up this ténguo to a naked dipping will find a good deal oe 
work on hand. 

1222, Cap. XIX, De Bapt.: ‘*‘ The Passover furnishes a more 
solemn day for Baptism (Baptismo), the passion of the Lord in 
which we are baptized (ténguimur) having then been completed.” 

*¢ The passion of the Lord” is here represented as the receiv- 
ing element. If any one should say, Then we are dipped (tin: 
guimur) in it, I ask, Has the passion of the Lord any quality be- 
longing to it which is designed to be developed by this dipping 
over the object dipped? If so, then the dipping cannot be sepa- 
rated from the “passion,” and it ceases to be a simple dipping 
and becomes part of a process in quast dyeing, bringing its ob- 
ject under that peculiar coloring, quality or influence which be- 
longs to the ‘ passion of the Lord.” I remark again: “ Tingui- 
mur” is merely another spelling for baptizamur, and if baptiza- 
mur does not mean a naked dipping, then, neither can Tertul- 
lidn’s substitute. a 

1239. Cap. VI, De Peenit.: ‘Is there one Christ for the bap- 
tized (intinctis) another for the hearers (audientibus)?... That 
washing (lavacrum) is a seal to faith; which begins and is com- 
mended by the faith of repentance. We are not washed (ablui- 
mur) that we may cease to sin, for we have already been washed 
(loti swmus) in heart” by repentance. ‘ For this first baptism 
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(washing éntinctio) is a just fear (metus integer).... If we cease 
to sin by the waters, we put on (induimus) innocence by neces- 
sity not by free will... bound by baptism (intinctione alligatus).” 

Is this use of intinctis, intinctio, with the equivalents lavacrum, 
loti sumus corde, metus integer, induimus innocentiam, ** cease to 
sin by the waters,” a naked dipping? 

Il, 275: “I know that the body is washed (caro tinguztur) 
(= caro abluitur, cap. 8, De Resur.); if sins are imputed to the 
body, the guilt of the soul precedes ;” compare with 147: ‘‘ * These 
are they who have come out of great tribulation and hae washed 
their robe and made it white in the blood of the Lamb,’ for the 
body (caro) is the robe of the soul. Impurities (sordes) are 
washed away (abluuntur) by baptism (baptismate), but stains 
(maculz) are whitened by martyrdom.” 

Here tingo (used elsewhere as we have seen for the lavacrum 
sanguinis, martyrdom) is used for spiritual washing, cleansing, 
purification, to the absolute rejection of all modal action. ‘ 

495: ‘To be baptized (tinguz) for the dead.” Whatever may 
be the meaning of *‘ baptized” in this passage, that, no more no 
less, Tertullian meant should be the meaning of tingui. . 

862: “*As many as have been baptized (éincti sumus) into 
Jesus Christ, have been baptized (dincii swmus) into his death.’” 
The same remark may be made of this as of the preceding quo- 
tation, with the additional evidence furnished by its fuller state- 
ment of the impossibility of a mere dipping. 

991: “Therefore if the condition is thereby changed, and 
having been baptized (¢incta) into Christ puts on Christ, re- 
deemed by the blood of the Lord and of the Lamb.” 

Here is an express statement that ‘in Christum tincta” effects 
a thorough change of condition, which can only arise from “ in 
Christum” being possessed of a quality which is communicated 
(like a quasi dye) to the object brought under its influence. 
And this is precisely what has been proved to be the meaning of 
“ baptized InTO CHRIST.” 

100: ** Commanding that they should baptize (tinguerent) into 
the Father, and Son, and Holy Spirit, not into one (non in unum). 
For we baptize (ténguimur) not once but thrice, at (ad) each 
name into each person (in singulas personas).” 

‘Here the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, are declared 
and expounded (in singulas personas) to be the ideal elements as 
plainly as language can express it. Is this a bare dipping ? 


TINGO. 613 


Tertullian’s tingo. 


Nothing can be more obvious than the purpose of Tertullian to 
induct tingo into the place filled by the Bible fazr%w. In doing 
this it was not on the ground of believing that tengo was the 
equivalent of the Greek word in meaning and range of usage, 
but because he knew of no word in the Latin language which had 
an element in its meaning and a direction of usage so capable of 
being extended into the peculiar line of usage as that which 
characterized the Scriptural usage of faxtifw. In this judgment 
he showed scholarship and sagacity. Between tingo and fdztw 
there is a very remarkable equivalence and identity of meaning 
and usage. And as it is out of a stem of @déxrw that Sarrifw pro- 
ceeds (dropping coloring quality and developing quality without 
color) it was natural for Tertullian to suppose that the functions 
of tingo could be extended so as to take in uncolored quality as 
well as colored quality without forming a new word for this duty. 
But his effort was unsuccessful. The Latin word was already 
burdened with a double duty (dipping and dyeing) and the at- 
tempt to introduce it into a third sphere of action broke down. 
There was an element in éizngo which was susceptible of being 
wrought out in this direction, but the people would not undertake 
the task nor countenance it when undertaken by others. Neither 
would they form a new word for the exigency. This had been, 
already, done by the Greeks, and they preferred the adoption of 
that word sanctified by its appropriation to a phraseological com- 
bination such as had never before entered into the language of 
man. Nearly all languages into which the Bible has been trans- 
lated have presented the same difficulty, and by almost unanimous 
consent it has been solved in the same way. 

An attempt has been made to introduce into the Baptist Bible 
immerse as the equivalent of @aztiZw. This word will answer 
well enough for a class of cases in Classic history; but it utterly 
breaks down when it is applied to the organic phrases of inspira- 
tion, with the spirit of which it has nothing in common, and has 
no element in itself or in its derivation to develop the quality of 
those wonderful elements of influence with which it is brought 
into the most anomalous combination. The friends of this word 
in such use claim that the éingo of Tertullian means fo dip; if 
this be so, then this is the word that they should have introduced 
into their Bible; that they have not done so, and have adopted a 
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word of essentially different meaning, is proof that it could not 
be'so used, and is proof that a scholar like Tertullian never 
meant to introduce éingo, in this sense, as the equivalent substi- 
tute for BartiZu. 

The effort to introduce “immerse” into the English Bible will 
fail more disastrously than did the far more wisely considered 
effort of Tertullian to introduce “ tingo” into the Latin Bible. 
Even Tertullian acknowledged the imperfection of his material 
by commingling baptizo with tingo, and the people accepted this 
judgment by dropping the imperfection out of their Btbles alto- 
gether. 

This use of tingo is very conclusive proof that faxrifw is not 
used for simple water covering. 

It is a fact, that no word expressive of mere passage into or 
covering in simple water was ever proposed by Patristic writers 
to fill the place of fazritw in its New Testament phraseological 
combinations. It is a fact, that éingo (which is not expressive of 
mere passage into or covering in simple water, but which is used 
to carry its object into coloring water and medicated water for 
the purpose of bringing such object under such influence, and 
hence secures the power directly to express the communication of 
quality) is used as a substitute for Gazr(fw in all its peculiar ideal 
New Testament combinations. The conclusion from these facts is 
compulsory, that the reason for the use of this word and the 
rejection of those words, is to be found in that characteristic in 
which it differs from them. And this conclusion assumes a pos- 
itive certainty in view of the additional fact, that Panrifw is 
derived from a word which has the same identical characteristics 
which thus distinguished tzngo. When to this is added, that the 
ideal relations of fazriSw necessitate the development of those 
influences belonging to the several ideal elements, can evidence 
be more complete to prove, that the office of Pazrifw is not that 
of a mere water coverer, but for the development of the noblest 
spiritual influence? This is its sole New Testament use. 


Direct Proof that the Complementary Relations of Baxttfw are 
Ideal. 


In adducing final evidence in proof that the complementary 
relations of fazrifw in the New Testament, and as used in corre- 
sponding relations by Patristic writers, are ideal and not physical, 
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I will offer modified statements of these relations strongly con: 
firmatory of this position. 
Cum. Rom., Apost. Const., 1041: ‘ Disciple first all the nations; 
and then he added this, ‘And baptize them into the name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.’ Therefore let 
the baptized in his renunciation say: ‘I disjoin myself from 
Satan, and his works, and his pomps, and his service, and his 
angels, and his inventions, and all subject to him; and I conjoin 
myself with Christ, and believe, and am baptized into the one 
Unbegotten, the only true God Almighty, the Father of the Christ; 
Creator and former of all, of whom are all things; and into the 
Lord Jesus the Christ, his only begotten Son, the first born of 
every creature, begotten (not made) by the good pleasure of the 
Father, before the ages, through whom were all things which are 
in heaven and upon earth, visible and invisible; . .. and I am 
baptized into the Holy Ghost, that is the Paraclete, who hath 
wrought in all saints from the beginning of the world.’ ” , 
This passage furnishes conclusive evidence that the baptism is 
ideally ‘“‘into the only true God,” by reason of the contrasted 
relation with Satan in the past, and the relation to be established 
with the only true God in the future. The relation of the impeni+ 
tent man toward Satan is one of complete subjection and con: 
formity. The absoluteness of this relation is described by the 
Bible as a baptism—* The whole world lieth In the WickED ONE 
(7 t@ zovnpw).”” And on the other hand the Bible describes (in op- 
position to this baptism inducing complete subjection and con- 
formity to Satan) the subjection and conformity of the Christian 
to the only true God as a baptism thus—‘ And we are IN the 
TruE Ons, IN his Son, Jesus Curist, this is the TRUE Gop.” 1 
John 5:19, 20. It would be difficult to construct more absolute 
evidence, that the baptism of the redeemed is a passing INTO and; 
as a consequence, the abiding In the True God. The evidence is 
no less conclusive, that the import of this baptism is COMPLETE 
SUBJECTION AND CONFORMITY to the True God. This recovery out 
of subjection to Satan and introduction inio subjection to the 
true God is the end of redemption and the ultimate prayer of the 
Redeemer—‘ I pray for them .. . keep In thy Name those thou 
hast given me, that they may be one, as we are. While I was with 
them I kept them 1n thy Name... . I pray that thou shouldst 
keep them our or the Evin One. ... I pray that they all may 
be one as thou Father 1n Me and I 1n Thee, that they, also, may 
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be one In Us” (John 17). Therefore he sent Paul (Acts 26:18) 
to the nations “to turn them from the power of SATAN unto 
Gop;” and his fellow-Apostles (Matt. 28:19) ‘to baptize the dis- 
cipled of the nations into the NAME - the Father, and of the Son, 
and of the Holy Ghost.” 

948: “Let one+ baptism only suffice, that which is given into 
the death of the Lord; not by impious heretics, bat by blameless 
priests into the Name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Ghost. For as there is one God, one Christ, and one Para- 
clete, and also one death in the body of the Lord, se, also, let 
there be one baptism given tnto that DEATH.” 

Ienativs, 921: * There are not three Fathers, nor three Sons, 
nor three Paracletes. Therefore the Lord sending the Apostles 
to disciple all the nations commanded them to baptize into the 
Name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost ; not 
INTO a three-named, nor INTO three incarnations, but INTO three of 
* equal honor.” 

TERTULLIAN II, 61: ‘* Menander, a magician and disciple of 
Simon, held the same sentiments with his master, and whatever 
Simon said that he was, Menander declared himself to be, deny- 
ing that any one could be saved unless they should have been 
baptized in HTS NAME.” 

II, 190: “Commanding that they should baptize (in Patrem 
et Filium et Spiritum Sanctum, non in unum) into the Father 
and the Son and the Holy Spirit, not zrnto Onz. For we are not 
baptized once but thrice (ad singula nomina in personas singulas) 
at each name into EACH PERSON.” 

II, 1177: This is a note by an Annotator (Thomas Corbin, a 
monk, born A.D. 1694) on a passage, I, 1212: “** He shall bap- 
tize you,’ means ye shall be baptized (per ipsum vel in ipsum) by 
him or into him.” The Annotator remarks, ‘per ipsum. Ejus 
nomine ac authoritate, by his name and authority. In cpsum. 
In ejus virtutem ac nomen, ut scilicet transeatis in nomen Christi, 
deinceps Christiani appellandi. Jnto his virtue and name, so as 
if you pass into the name of Curist, and afterward be called 
Christians. Thus St. Paul says, Gal. 3:27, As many as have 
been baptized (in Christo [Vulgate]) in Christ (@rece cis Xptatoy, 
tn Christum) have put on Christ.” 

I presume that this exposition of ‘i in’ ‘ipsum ” as into his vir- 
run and Nang, and its further exposition as a passing into the 
name of @aisr (as into a quasi dye) giving the coloring of its 
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“virtue” so as to make Christiani, and the correction of the 
translation of Jerome (in accordance with this exposition) from 
“in Christo” to in Christum, will satisfy most persons that this 
Annotator, at least, did very thoroughly believe that the fazrfw 
of the Scriptures was organically related to ideal and not to 
physical elements; and that he believed Tertullian to be of the 
same faith. 

IrnEna&uS, 661: ‘ Others conduct to the water (¢¢° Sdwp) and 
baptizing speak thus: ‘Into the name of the unknown Father of 
all, into truth mother of all, into him who descended into Jesus, 
into union, and redemption, and communion of the powers.’” 

Whatever of heresy or folly there may be in such utterance, 
grammatical law, I suppose, applies to heresy and orthodoxy alike. 
Whether any one will undertake by its aid to secure ‘by the 
authority of” or “ unto” or “in,” or ‘‘in order to,” or “with ref- 
erence to,” out of this “into unknown Father,” and into truth, 
mother, etc., etc., I do not know. Some probably will conclude, 
that if these heretics could believe in one descending out of the 
Pleroma or somewhere else ‘ into Jesus” (ets /yovdv) they could 
not have felt any special difficulty in baptizing ‘‘Inro the unknown 
Father, 1nto the truth mother, Into the descending one, INTO 
union, and redemption, and communion,” and 1nTO any other im- 
aginable thing. But sometimes folly and error may be made to 
pay tribute to grammatical truth. 

657: ** This heresy is sent by Satan for the denial of baptism, 
which is regeneration into God.” .. . (929): ‘And giving to the 
disciples the power of regeneration into God (in Deum), saying 
to them, ‘Go teach all nations, baptizing them,’ etc. The Holy 
Spirit descended into the Son of God (in Filium Dei) made Son 
of man, thus accustoming himself to dwell in the human race and 
to rest in men, and to dwell in the image of God, working in them 
the will of the Father, and renewing them from their old nature 
into the newness (in novitatem) of Christ.” 

Why not accept the ideal baptism into the Derry which finds its 
counterpart (in the element of withinness) on almost every page 
of Scripture ? , 

1074: ‘* How can men be saved unless it be God who has wrought 
out salvation upon the earth? And how shall man pass into Gop 
(qupyoct eis Oedv) except God has PASSED INTO man (cis dv0pwxoy) ?” 
The argument for man’s ‘entering into God” is drawn from the 
incarnation, the Son of God entering intoman. Without claiming 
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any parallelism, there is, surely, in the incarnation, a basis laid 
for the ideal conception of a baptism of the redeemed into the 
Name of the Deity. 

Cuemens ALEX., 693: “The man baptized into Gop has enterea 
into Gop (ic Ody Banttsbels eis Oecv éy@pyoev), and has received 
power over scorpions and to tread on serpents—the powers of 
evil. And to the Apostles he commanded, ‘Go, preach, and them 
that believe baptize into the Name of the Father, and of the Son, 
and of the Holy Ghost ;’ into wHom (els ods) we are born again, 
having been made superior to all other powers.” Could lanyuage 
be more explicit than this? 

Origen III, 713: ** Non lavantur omnes in salutem; All are 
not washed into salvation.” This quotation is from Origen on 
Ezekiel, which appears in a Latin translation by Jerome. In a 
note on “lavantur,” we have this Greek citation: ‘‘Catenz MSS. 
Tév BanttSopévey of pay eg cwrnpiay Baxtovtat; Of the baptized some 
are baptized into salvation.” This is fresh proof of the equiva- 
lence of faztifw and lavo. The ‘‘ washing” not being due toa 
dipping or covering in simple water, but a washing, cleansing, 
purification from sin, a spiritual, saving washing (in salutem), 
due to the divine influence impregnating the water. ‘‘ Hear, O 
catechumens, while you are catechumens, while you are not yet 
baptized, and come to the washing that you may be washed into 
salvation (in salutem), nor be washed as some have been washed, 
but not into salvation (in salutem),as those who receive the water 
but do not receive the Holy Spirit. He whois washed intosalvation 
(in salutem) receives both the water and the Holy Spirit. Simon 
was not washed into salvation (in salutem) ; he received (acceptt) 
the water, but did not receive the Holy Spirit. Having obtained 
baptisma (baptisma), he continued in fellowship with Philip; but 
because he was not washed into salvation (non erat lotus in salu- 
tem), he was condemned by him who, in the Holy Spirit, said to 
him—‘ Let thy money be into perdition with thee Pecunia tua 
tecum sit in perditionem.’” 

This passage furnishes conclusive evidence: 1. As to the ideal 
use of furtilw (cic owrnpiav); 2. As to its attaining the meaning 
to wash, to cleanse, to purify spiritually, in absolute use, secured 
through use with ideal elements, spiritually pure and purifying 
in their nature; 3. As to the Accusative and its preposition rep- 
resenting an ideal element into which an object is represented as 
passing, for the purpose of indicating that such object is brought 
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fully under such influence as belongs to the ideal element, what- 
ever that may be (¢ SALUTEM, in PERDITIONEM). 

Basiz M. III, 1429: “ He who is baptized (6 Sarzfdpevos) is 
baptized into the Trinity (eis Tprdda BaxtiZetac), into the Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghost; not into PRINCIPALITIES (<ls dpzas), nor into 
POWERS (¢<l¢ Suvdyets), nor into any SUCH THINGS among creatures 
(cle ta EEi¢ ev xttopact).” 

The redeemed are baptized into the fully revealed Deity — made 
subject and assimilated unto Him. They are not baptized into 
Principalities, or Powers, or any Creatures = made subject and 
assimilated to them, 

Greeory THAum., 1180: “Then Jesus comes (470) from Galilee 
_ (sts) to Jordan (zpés) unto John to be baptized (Saxto0jva) by 
him. .. . But John said, How shall I wash (Aodow) the spotless 
and the sinless? . . . 1183: Baptizing others I baptize them into 
thy Name (él¢ 70 odv dvoya), baptizing thee of whom shall I make 
mention? Into whose Name (ei¢ tives dvoya) shall I baptize thee? 
Into that of the Father? But thou hast the entire Father in 
thyself, and thou art entire in the Father. Or, into that of the 
Son? But there is none other beside thee by nature the Son of 
God. Or, into that of the Holy Ghost? But he is wholly with 
thee, as of the same nature, and the same will, and the same mind, 
and the same power, and the same honor, and with thee receives 
the same worship from all. Baptize, therefore, if thou wilt, O 
Lord, baptize me, the Baptist. . . . Crown by thy touch my head, 
that running before thy kingdom, crowned as a Forerunner, I 
may fitly ery,‘ Behold! the Lams or Gop that taketh away the sin 
of the world.’” This passage is a remarkable testimony against 
the physical use of faxrifw: 1. It presents the interchange of 
farxrilw and dobw as equivalents, 4odw being used for spiritual and 
not physical cleansing, as shown by the difficulty suggested in 
‘¢ washing the spotless and the sinless.” There would be no more 
difficulty in dipping or covering in simple water a “spotless and 
sinless” one than in dipping or covering, in like manner, Simon 
Magus while “in the gall of bitterness and bonds of iniquity.” 
2. The answer of John to his own question, ‘‘ Into whose Name 
shall I baptize thee?” declaring the oneness of nature, equality 
in dignity, and likeness in character of the Son with the Father 
and the Holy Spirit, shows (1) that baptism into the Name was 
an ideal baptism, and that its import was subjection and assimila- 
tion, and therefore it was impossible to baptize the Lord Jesus 
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Christ into the Name of the Father, or into his own Name, or into 
the Name of the Holy Ghost. 3. Like proof is found in the 
baptism asked by John for himself, namely, by the touch of the 
Saviour’s hand laid upon his head, communicating a baptism, 
making him “fit” to Herald “tHE Lams or Gop wHo” (by his 
personal baptism into an atoning death, and its application to the 
souls of men by the power of the Holy Ghost) “‘“TakETH AWAY 
THE SINS OF THE WORLD.” 


aN 


Proof that the Patristic Baxtifw has no Physical Use ended. 


We have now passed in review all the elements which enter into 
a determination of the question: Do Patristic writers use Paxrifw 
and Pdztisya in religious applications physically as meaning simply 
to dip or to cover for a moment in water? Or,do they use them 
in such applications, 1. In ideal phrases, to develop and to impart 
to the baptized object the characteristic of the idea! element? 
And 2. Absolutely to express pregnantly the idea of the entire 
phrase ? 

I do not say that all the evidence bearing on this question has 
been presented, for tens of thousands of pages written within the 
first five centuries after Christianity have come down to us, and 
in those pages few subjects occupy a more prominent position 
than that of Christian Baptism; it would not therefore be possible 
to present all that bears upon the subject within this limited 
period short of many volumes. But all that bears upon the sub- 
ject (as diverse elements of evidence exercising a control in de- 
termining this question under consideration) has, I believe, been 
presented. 

1. The evidence as to the use and meaning of Sdzticya is of 
the most satisfactory character as showing, 1. That it has no 
usage, physical or ideal, in Classic writings; 2. That it has no 
physical use in Inspired writings; but is solely employed in ideal 
combinations to express the profoundest spiritual changes in the 
condition of the soul; 3. That this usage is perpetuated in Pa- 
tristic writings, with the additional abundant absolute use of 
@dxtispa to express directly the spiritual condition which was 
originally distributed through an organic phrase. The Patristic 
use of this word is in the most absolute accord with that of the 
New Testament so far as the meaning of the word is concerned ; 
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while it is in as absolute discord so far as the agency in effecting 
the fdxriopa is concerned by the association of water with the 
Holy Spirit in its efficient production. For this there is no just 
New Testament authority and but little which has any such sem- 
blance. There is no statement “of any inspired writer in which 
Bdxtiopo. appears as the result of the conjoint use and influence of 
water and the Holy Spirit. To say that there is a rare passage 
in which water and the Holy Spirit appear (without the mention 
of baptism and without the statement of their conjunct action) 
which is supposed to refer to baptism and supposed to indicate 
conjoint operation, is to say nothing against the absolute truth 
of the above statement, nothing to overturn the whole scope of 
- inspired teaching, rothing which can furnish an adequate basis 
for faith to rest upon. 

Evidence from every direction points to the same conclusion, 
namely, the Pézriopa of Inspiration and of early Christian writers 
has no physical usage, the baptizing water in Scripture being 
used to symbolize the nature of the spiritual @dézteopa effected 
solely by the Holy Ghost whenever and however operating, while 
the Patristic water is putatively impregnated with the influence of 
the Holy Spirit and as a conjoint agency effects the spiritual 
faxtispa; but in neither case is the fdztiova a physical covering 
in the water. 

9. The evidence that these early Christian writers use Sdare xa 
Ivebpate as a conjoint agency to effect Christian baptism, a 
thorough change in the spiritual condition and not a physical 
covering of the body in water, is so clear and so full as to admit 
of no addition. 

3. The evidence that the burial in water was not the Christian 
Béxttspa, but when practiced (for hardly a day passed in which 
baptism did not take place without it) it was the symbol of a 
wholly diverse thing, namely, of the burial of Christ in the sepul- 
chre, is complete. No one, heathen or Christian, ever called a 
burial in earth or in rock a baptism; and if a covering in water 
for a moment has been regarded as a likeness of Christ’s burial 
in the rock, it was not therefore ‘a likeness of Christ’s baptism on 
the Cross. This likeness to Christ’s burial in the manner of 
using the water has nothing to do with Christ’s baptism, does 
not enter as an essential element into Christian baptism, Patrists 
themselves being judges, and has no shadow of appearance in 
the baptism of the Scriptures. 
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The evidence for the use of SazriZw as concurrent with that of 
other sources of evidence, now referred to, is as perfect as could 
be desired : ; 

1. The Patristic and the Classic usage of fazrifw, where they 
meet together, is identically the same. (1.) Both employ it to ex- 
press the loss of vessels and of human beings in the depths of 
the sea without recovery; (2.) Both employ it to express the 
thorough drunkenness and insensibility induced by excessive 
wine-drinking. This usage is entirely foreign from and igconsis- 
tent with the usage of this word to express a momentary dipping 
in water employed in a religious rite. 

2. This conclusion is confirmed by the use of other words to 
express this momentary water covering, which words do not ap- 
pear in the ideal relations of fazrifw. 

3. Other words are used by Patristic writers in ideal relations 
to express controlling influence, and they use farxr‘Sw in the same 
or in kindred ideal relations (outside of the religious sphere) to 
express in like manner controlling influence. Classical usage of 
the word shows that its primary meaning adapts it in the most 
perfect manner to such ideal use. 

4. Independent of the same grammatical forms which appear 
in'the religious use of fazriZw as in its use out of that sphere 
when employed ideally, going to show its ideal religious use, 
there are evidences in added explanatory phraseology which 
show that such was its use. 

5. There are no such grammatical forms or explanatory terms 
which show a physical use of farrtifw. 

6. This absence of all evidence of the merely physical use of 
Bancifw within the religious sphere receives a profoundly confirm- 
atory seal as true, from the entire absence of any such usage in 
the New Testament. 
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ORIGIN OF INQUIRY. 


¢ 


This “Inquiry into the usage of Baxti<w with a view to its appli- 
cation to Scripture baptism,” is now completed. 

The apology for undertaking it is this,—my own personal in- 
struction. The treatment of the subject as heretofore conducted 
left the merits of the case, in some respects at least, clouded with 
uncertainty and embarrassed with perplexity. For my own satis- 
faction I sought to find out the reason for this unsatisfactory 
result. If any one should be disposed to say, ‘* A country Pas- 
tor is not qualified for such work:” without admitting the cor- 
rectness of the remark as it applies to my brethren, I cheerfully 
accept it as it applies to myself, and only apologetically add, that 
I have supposed, the least endowed have a right to do the best 
they can for their own instruction. 

The apology for publication isthis: The usage of the word having 
been traced through Classic, Jewish, Inspired, and Patristic writ- 
ings, the results appeared to myself so clear, so certain, so harmoni- 
ous, so complete, so competent to solve every difliculty heretofore 
unsolvable, that it seemed to be not improper to submit those re- 
sults, not for the instruction, but for the consideration of others. 

It seems to be proper to say, that the conclusions reached in 
Classic Baptism were not reached and published without having 
previously examined what was the usage of Jewish, Inspired, and 
Patristic writers, thereby originating the temptation to color the 
usage of those spheres, when afterward examined, to bring them 
into harmony with previously announced conclusions; but the 
conclusions in Classic Baptism were only adopted and announced 
after the entire field had been examined, and the results of each 
sphere of distinctive use had been brought into comparison, and 
an adjustment made so as to bring all into the most perfect har- 
mony, so far as I was competent to judge. With the conclusions 
reached, the materials on which those conclusions rest, are also 
submitted; so that each one can form an independent judgment 
for himself. No dicta are addressed to recipient masses; evi- 
dence and conclusion are submitted for the consideration of those 
who have equal right (and competency beyond my own) to form 
a personal and final judgment. I shall submit to that judgment. 


‘ 
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Results in brief. 


1. The relation of Baxtifw with Béxtw. It is of great importance 
to determine the relation of faxrifw with Sarto ; whether it is with 
that stem which signifies to dip or with that which signifies to dye. 

Whether this relation be with the one or the other this is cer- 
tain, it could neither mean “ to dip,” nor ‘to dye.” Derived words 
are not simple duplicates of words from which they originate. 

We say, that this word does not originate in fdxrw to dip; 1. 
Because it does not mean éo dip nor any act which is a modifica- 
tion of dip, nor, yet, expressive immediately of any act whatever, 
but making demand for a certain condition, the act effecting which 
is left at will. 2. Because it does not mean fo wet, or to wash by 
dipping, or any other effect dependent upon dipping. When 
fanrifw is used in the sense to wash, to cleanse, to purify (as is 
done abundantly by Jewish and Patristic writers) such meaning 
does not originate in washing by dipping or in any other mode 
of physical washing, but it originates in its own usage with ad- 
juncts expressive of ceremonial and spiritual power to wash, to 
cleanse, to purify. Bazri{w is never used for physical washing. 

The origin of this word is in fdztw to dye (== THOROUGHLY TO 
CHANGE THE CONDITION of an object as to color). 1. Of course 
faxctSw does not mean “to dye;” this is already provided for; 
but it does mean thoroughly to change the condition of an object by 
introducing it into (not the dye-tub, but) some new condition, other 
than that of a dyed condition. This filiation in general concep- 
tion is‘strong if not conclusive evidence of the intimate relation 
between these words. This new condition is, primarily, intuspo- 
sition within a fluid, by any competent act, without limitation of 
time. Inall of these respects the likeness is with Sdzrw to dye, 
and not with fdéxrw to dip. 2. The result of intusposition within 
a fluid without limitation of time, is the exhaustion of the power 
of the enveloping fluid to influence its object or of the power of 
the enveloped object to receive such influence. Again, the accord 
is with the stem to dye, and not with that to dip. To dip is a 
feeble word; to dye is a strong word in its sphere; no word has 
more exhaustive power than has farrifw. 3. Many liquids (vin- 
egar, oil, melted wax, milk, etc.) which have no coloring quality 
are possessed of characteristics which they part with to objects 
intusposed without limitation of time within them: while other 
liquids (wine, opiates, fountain of Silenus, etc.) do not part with 
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their characteristic qualities by intusposition, but do so in other 
ways as by drinking, etc. It is a fact in language, that words 
which originate in an effect produced by one mode of action are 
extended to embrace analogous effects produced by other modes 
of action. Thus jdzrw to dye having its origin in dipping into 
coloring liquids comes to include a changed condition of color 
induced in any way, by sprinkling, by pouring, by the falling 
rays of the sun, or by any act. however diverse from the act of 
dipping. In like manner faztiZw is extended so as to include not 
merely a changed condition by intusposition with all its effects, 
- but an analogous change of condition not effected by intusposition, 
but in any way however diverse from it, as by drinking wine, 
- swallowing an opiate, answering sophistical questions, etc. Again, 
the close relation with the one stem and wide divergence from the 
other is manifest. 4. Béxrw to dye comes to the threshold of a 
_usage in which a change of condition is exhibited without any 
coloring in fact. Thus itis said, ‘‘ The soul (Sdzrerac) receives tts 
characteristic from the thoughts ;” and again, “Is (fefappévov) 
characterized by righteousness.” Into the broad sphere of un- 
colored characteristic, thus indicated, this word does not enter. 
It has already a double burden to carry (¢o0 dip, to dye) and re- 
fusing a third gives birth to fazrifw, and assigns this broad and 
noble sphere to it as its heritage. This word, therefore, has a 
legal right to develop and to communicate uncolored character- 
istics from any source, and thoroughly to change the condition of 
persons or things by communicating to them such characteristics. 
The related features of @azti{w and axtw to dye are too many 
and too striking (while presenting all the differences suitable to a 
derived word) to allow of doubt as to its relationship with this 
stem rather than with féxrw to dip, from which it is separated 
by the broadest diversities. 


Special Results. 


Criassic Baptism shows, l. A thorough change of condition by 
intusposition within a fluid, by any competent act, without limita- 
tion of time; 2. A thorough change of condition without intus- 
position by any power or influence competent to control and to 
assimilate to its characteristic; the special characteristic of such 
changed condition being indicated by the adjunct; 3. A thorough 
change of condition indicated by the absolute use of faxrifw with- 
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out adjunct; the result of long and frequent usage in a phrase, 
now dropped, the idea of which is embodied in the single word. 
This is exemplified in fantiSw to make drunk (= thoroughly to 
change condition by the controlling influence of the intoxicating 
characteristic of wine). 

Jupatc Barrism shows precisely the same,physical use (vessels 
and crews baptized irrecoverably in the depths of the sea) with 
intusposition, and (men baptized by drinking wine) without intus- 
position. But besides this sameness of usage and application, 
there is another and quite new use of the word in connection with 
religious rites. This usage is traceable through one or more cen-+ 
turies. The result of this long and necessarily frequent use as 
connected with religious rites of daily recurrence, is precisely the 
same as in the case of this same word applied by the Classics to 
wine-drinking, namely, it came to be used absolutely to express 
that thoroughly changed condition which their religious rites . 
were competent to effect, that is to say, a complete CEREMONIAL 
purification. 

Baxtiiw to make drunk among the Greeks, and fazti{w to make 
ceremonially pure, are certainly widely divergent meanings, but 
each is legitimately reached and under precisely the same laws 
of language. 

A man baptized by drinking wine is a man whose condition is 
thoroughly changed by the characteristic of wine—a drunken 
man. A man who is baptized by heifer ashes steeped in water 
and sprinkled upon him, or by the sprinkling of mingled water 
and blood, or by pure water used in any way, is a man whose 
condition has been thoroughly changed by the purifying char- 
acteristic of heifer ashes, etc.—a ceremonially pure man. 

JoHANNIC BaprisM is a stranger alike to Classic baptisms by 
the intusposition of ships and men within the depths of the sea, 
and of men baptized, without any intusposition, by drinking wine. 
There is no physical use of SazriZw in the ministry of John. This 
word has nothing whatever to do with originating the presence 
or in controlling the use of the water in the rite connected with 
John’s ministry. The presence of the water is due to the purify- 
ing nature of Repentance and the Remission of sins, and the 
function of farrfw is to develop that characteristic in the fullest 
measure with the requirement, that the soul must be thoroughly 
ehanged in its condition by coming under the controlling power 


of this characteristic. This exhausts its office. It has no more 
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to do with regulating the use of the water than the child unborn. 
Johannic Baptism is no less a stranger to the Jewish use of this 
word to express a condition of ceremonial purification. There is 
no such feature in John’s ministry as a ceremonial purification. 
His baptism was exclusively spiritual symbolized in a rite by pure 
water. Therefore ‘a dispute arose between some Jews and the 
disciples of John respecting PURIFICATION.” 

Curistic Baptism is like John’s baptism purely spiritual in its 
nature with an accompanying symbol rite in which its purifying 
nature is visibly exhibited by pure water sprinkled, or poured, or 
otherwise suitably applied, there being no significance in the act, 
and fazrifw having no concern in the act whatever it may be; the 
command and the significance being exhausted by the use of 
water as an abstract element purifying in its nature. 

Curistic Baptism differs from Johannic Baptism in that it 
shows truth in its ultimate ground. John preached a baptism 
of the soul “ele petdvoray, els dveow dpaptt@y, into repentance, into 
the remission of sins,” with a rite shadowing this preaching ; 
Christianity reveals the ground on which this preaching of re- 
pentance with its sin-remission rests, namely, “¢ Christ crucified, 
the Lamb of God that taketh away the sin of the world.” There- 
fore the baptism of Christianity is into Curist, and through him 
remission of sin (together with regeneration and reconciliation) 
having been secured, the further and ultimate baptism (changing 
the condition of the once rebellious and alien soul to one of sub- 
jection and affiliation) ‘‘ into the Name of the Father, and of the 
Son, and of the Holy Ghost.” 

These baptisms of Scripture, while wholly diverse in their na- 
ture from the baptisms of Heathenism, have no diversity as to © 
grammatical form or the principles of interpretation which ex- 
pound them. In the phrase ¢/¢ ri» Atuyny Bantedytwy the participle 
indicates intusposition and its essential controlling influence, in 
general, while the adjunct ¢/s A‘y»qy points out, in particular, the 
specialty of influence, which to a human being is death by 
drowning. 

In the phrase farztZew ei¢ yéda, the verb indicates intusposition 
together with the necessarily involved influence, in general, while 
ele ydda. shows the influence specifically, namely, emollient, over a 
medical application. In like manner the Scripture phrase @déz- 
tispa. els petdvocay, the word faxttova indicates an ideal intusposition 
with necessarily suggested influence, in general, while e’s perdvocay 
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declares the nature of the influence specifically. The soul is 
thoroughly changed in its condition by coming under the control- 
ling influence of repentance — godly sorrow for sin. So, the 
phrase feBartespevore cig td dvopa tod Kuptov *Iqoo0d indicates, by its 
participle, intusposition (ideal in this case) with involved influ- 
ence, in general, while the preposition and its regimen, precisely 
as in classical cases of like grammatical form, indicate the specific 
nature of the influence, namely, that which belongs to “the Lorp” 
and to Jesus, ‘“ Saviour of his people from their sins ;” the_condi- 
tion of such baptized ones (not ritually but really) is a thoroughly 
changed condition by subjection to the Lordship of Jesus and a 
full participation in the influence of his power to save from sin. 

These Bible baptisms stand on the same platform, precisely, 
as to grammatical form and the principles of interpretation as 
Classic Baptisms. The language in which they are expressed 
could not be more explicit or more forcible. 

Parristic Baprism. Early Christian writers being voluminous 
and varied in their compositions introduce the use of Parrifw into 
other relations than those which are religious. In such cases they 
employ the word in precisely the same meanings as do Classic and 
Jewish writers, namely, to express a thorough change of condition 
by intusposition within a fluid, by any competent act, without limi- 
tation of time. The word is applied to vessels sunk to the bottom 
of the sea, and to men drowned ; also without intusposition to men 
made drunk by wine-drinking. It is obvious that such a word 
could never be used to express a momentary dipping. In appli- 
cation within the sphere of religion it is used as it is in the Serip- 
tures only with an ideal element. Its use in connection with the 
_ water of the rite is to secure the divine quality with which they 
supposed it to be impregnated, and so to secure not a physical 
baptism in the water, but a spiritual baptism of the soul through 
the water, thoroughly changing its condition by regeneration and 
the remission of sins. The Patristic use of fanritw is the same 
as that of the Scriptures (never physical in the religious sphere) 
with the exception of the union of water as a co-operating agency 
with the Holy Spirit in baptism. The covering in water which 
obtained in baptism was not due to fazr{w nor did it enter into 
the essence of the baptism, nor in fact was any part of the bap- 
tism proper, but was introduced as a symbol of another thing, 
namely, of the burial of Christ in the sepulchre. Baptism as a 
designed momentary covering in simple water is found nowhere, 
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This hasty glance over the entire field shows the same ground 
element running through the usage of a thousand years, and prov- 
ing faztfw to be always a word of power and never passing into 
the feebleness of a dipping. 


Final Results. 


1. THE BAPTISM OF INSPIRATION is a thoroughly changed spir-' 
itual condition of the soul, effected by the power of the Holy: 
Ghost through the cleansing blood of the Lord Jesus Christ, and 
so making it meet for reconciliation, subjection, and assimilation 
’ to the one fully revealed living and true God, FatueEr, Son, and 
Hony Guost. 

2. This “ONE BAPTISM” OF INSPIRATION is, by divine appoint- 
ment, ritually symbolized as to its soul-purification by pure water, 
poured or sprinkled or otherwise suitably applied to the person, 
together witha verbal announcement of the spiritual baptism 
thus symbolized. 

3. DIPPING THE BODY INTO WATER 7s nol, nor (by reason of a 
double impossibility found in the meaning of the word and in 
the divine requirement) can zt be CHRISTIAN BAPTISM. That Chris- 
tian baptism is a water dipping is a novelty unheard of in the 
history of the church for fifteen hundred years. This idea is not 
merely an error as to the mode of using the water (wnich would, 
comparatively, be a trifle), but it is an error which sweeps away 
the substance of the baptism without leaving a vestige behind. 
It is a sheer and absolute abandonment of the baptism of Inspi- 
ration, which is a baptism into Curist—into the Name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, and the substitu- 
tion for it of a dipping into WATER, which has no more place in 
the Scriptures than the English W has a place in the alphabet of 
the Greek Testament. 

THIS RESULT (a nullification of the theory which says that “ dip- 
ping into water is Christian baptism”) has not been sought, nor 
is it announced with any feelings of triumph or gladness of heart 
as against the friends of this theory; but it is declared as a re- 
sult demanded by the concurrent and unanimous testimony of 
Heathen writers, Jewish writers, Inspired writers, and early 
Christian writers, reaching through a continuous historic period 
of more than one thousand years. 
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CONCLUSION. 


THIS CONCLUDED INQuIRY with its results is now adoringly laid 
at the feet of Him who is rue Trutu for his approval and bless- 
ing. 

Whatever of truth there may be in it is his, and as his is made 
by him the common heritage of all his people. This truth may 
he establish. And all error may he overturn, whether it be found 
in or out of this Inquiry. 
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sion, endued with power from 
on high—the word Barriga not 
used, 386-389; Acts 26:17, 
18 : Paul’s apostolic commis- 
sion 3 Barrifw not used, and so 
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baptizer with the Holy Ghost 
and fire, the baptizer with 
water, 91, 350. 


DaaaG, PROFEssoR J. L.: 

Ephes. 4: 5, ‘‘ one baptism ;7’ 
failure to make two baptisms 
out of baptism by the Spirit 
and a rite symbolizing this 
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DIPPING INTO WATER. 

in baptism, says Gale, and Roger 
Williams, and A. Barber, two 
hundred and fifty years ago ; 
and alsomore recently, Booth, 
and Carson, and _ Baptist 
Quarterly of 1871, but denied 
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EK : 
does not always mean “‘ out of ” 
(Carson), 190-200. 
EN: 
not always ‘‘in ;’? meaning by 
results from ‘‘in,” 52-58; 
295-297 ; never indicates the 
receiving element, 310; Acts 
10 : 48, no exception, 311; I 
Cor. 12: 13, “‘ by”? five times, 
318. 
ELEMENT OF BAPTISM: 
physical or ideal, 164, 165; in- 
dicated by éc¢ invariably ideal, 
310. 
ELLIPSIS : 
doctrine of, 217; elliptical quo- 
tations completed by assump- 
tion, 241, 298; treatment as 
ellipsis when none, 303, 304. 


ELLICOTT, BISHOP: 
52, 56, 294 ; Ephes. 5 : 25, 371; 
Titus 3: 5, 3877, 379. 
EMBLEM : 
“sound,” ‘‘ wind,”? ‘‘fire,?? not 
emblems, 80, 81. 


"Hy Ivebpate ‘Ayig : 
after this phrase, and év Xtvo7ré 
should supply ov, Olshausen, 
Stuart, Hodge, Winer, 52; 
parallelism with ’ev rvebyare 
‘HAiov, 77, 78; means in, there- 
fore under influence of, so 
agency, 52-55, 293; ‘‘ by one 
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Spirit,’? general agreement, 
318 ; purport of, 319, 320, 322. 


‘Ev 7@ BeedfeBovd ° 
parallel passage (in construc- 
tion), 54 ; means in, therefore 
under influence of, so agency, 
54, 


ERRETT, REY. ISAAC: 
baptism of Jesus different from 
that of a penitent sinner, 34; 
repentance and baptism both 
necessary “‘for the forgive- 
ness of sins,’’ 186, 262. 


EQUIVALENT PHRASES: 
baptized with the Holy Ghost 
(Acts 1: 5)5 filled with the 
Holy Ghost (Acts 2: 4), 76; 
endued with power from on 
high (Luke 24 : 49), baptized 
with the Holy Ghost; shall 
receive power after the Holy 
Ghost is come upon you, Acts 
1:4,5;John 1: 32; Luke 4: 
1, 14, 58 ; baptized into Christ 
= put on Christ, Gal. 3 : 26, 
27, 282-298. While these 
phrases—baptized with, filled 
with, endued with, put on 
(very diverse in their literal- 
ity), are used as New Testa- 
ment equivalents, they are 
not nor can be used as equi- 
valent with ‘‘dipping into 
water ;”? but water (abstract) 
_ can be and in fact is used in 
a rite to symbolize the puri- 
fying nature of ‘‘ baptized 
with, filled with, endued with, 
put on Christ by,” the Holy 
Ghost, 293 ; Ambrose proper- 
ly uses ‘‘subjici ’’ as the equi- 
valent of ‘‘ baptized into ” = 
subjected to, brought fully 
under influence of, 313-315 ; 
inspiration authorizes the use 
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of Barrife eic as the equivalent 
(I Cor. 10 : 2), of the Hebrew 
word (Exodus 14 : 31), mean- 
ing ‘‘to lean upon, to believe 
¢ in,’? 467, Dr. Murdoch claims 
divine authority for the Syriac 
word meaning ‘‘to stand 
firm ’’ to represent the Greek 
Barrifw, 467. 2 


EUNOMIANS: 
rebaptized, heretical formula, 
351, 
EUNUCH, BAPTISM OF : 
solitary ease under Christianity 
of hope for dipping, 182-201 ; 
views of Carson, Ripley, Co- 
nant, Arnold, untenable, 185- 
200 ; only case of appeal lost, 
201. 


EWING, .PROFESSOR GREVILLE 
(GLASGOW) : 
connects cup and baptism, 45 ; 
Syriac version, 464. 


FAIRBAIRN, PROFESSOR (SCOT- 
LAND) : 
baptized into a person, meaning 
of, 415. 
FEE, PROFESSOR J. G. : 
Rom. 6:1-4; Ool. 2:12, 262, 
263. 


FIGURE: 
baptism said to be a figure of 
burial, resurrection, womb, 
and birth (18-20), and this 
uno-multiple figure is said to 
be the figure of another fig- 
ure (1), Carson, 292. 


FIRMILIAN ; 
Paul baptized with spiritual 
baptism John’s disciples, 115. 

FORMULA : 
‘‘into the Name,” meaning, 
Stier, Zinzendorf, Neander, 
Olshausen, Voss, Halley, 


Bloomfield, Wilson, Lange, 
417-423; first appearing in 
Christian ritual baptism, 164- 
166; changed from Matt. 28: 
19, 173-181 ; views of Patrists, 
173-176 ; purport of formula, 
181; true unification, 181; 
"ev ro dvouare (Acts 10 : 48) not 
a formula of baptism, 204; 
formula, 216, 217; Schaaf, 
Matt. 28:19, not used by 
Apostles, 441, 459. 


FRITSCHE : 
Rom. 8:1, 56. 


FLOOD, THE: 
not a type of baptism, destroy- 
ing (Ark saved), 337; Bap- 
tists illogically deduced a 
“dipping” from the saving 
(?) flood-water, and irration- 
ally make symbol baptism the 
antitype of a claimed type 
flood, 337, 341. 
FULLER, DR. RICHARD: 
baptism, saved or damned, 19, 
391. 


FULL, TO MAKE, TO BE FILLED 
WITH (= BAPTIZED) : 

is the equivalent of the New 

Testament ‘‘ baptized ;?? this 

is absolutely certain, Acts 1: 

5 (promise, ‘‘ baptism’), Acts 

2:4 (accomplishment, ‘‘ fill- 


ed?’), 76; itis not the equiv- | 


alent of all usage of baptize ; 
it cannot be interchanged 
with—the man, the ship, the 
axehead baptized in the 
sea; it has equivalence and 
interchangeableness with— 
baptized by wine (Acts 2: 
13,15), that is to say, it has 
equivalence with baptisms 
which are effected by pervad- 
ing and assimilating power 
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and not with baptisms de- 
pending on physical covering, 
therefore New Testament bap- 
tism is due to the assimilat- 
ing power of the Holy Ghost, 
and not toa water covering, 
as all else testifies, 275-277, 
280, 281, 313-315; Bloomfield, 
Robinson, Clemens Alex., 
Josephus, Pope, 314. 


GABRIEL, THE ANGEL : 
ordered to school, 347, 


GESENIUS: 
translation of Hebrew word re- 
lated to Syriac word for bap- 
tize, 309; Dan. 4:14, 336. 


GILL, Dr. : 

I Peter 3:20, 21, misinterpre- 
tation of, 339-342; Tertullian 
does not call the flood watera 
baptism or a ‘‘ dipping’? (?) 
because it covers, but because 
it purifies the world from its 
pollution, 338; ‘‘scorn of 
baptism,’’ 340; Baptist doc- 
trines of them lightly esteem- 
ed, 841; the Ark floating, a 
sorry exampie, likeeverything 
else, of a ‘‘dipping,’’ 341; Bap- 
tists who (mistakenly) find a 
saving type baptism in the 
flood waters should find a 
saving antitype baptism in 
their rite water, but they 
leave this logical sequence to 
“‘ Campbellites,’? and Pusey- 
ites, and Romanists, and con- 
tent themselves with an il- 
logical ‘‘ dipping,”’ 341. 


GODWIN, PROF. (LONDON) : 
Matt. 28:19, not institution of 
baptism, 415, 438, 


GREGORY NAZIANZEN : 
martyr and blood baptisms more 
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sacred, 42; destructive Bap- 
tists and Anabaptists, 351. 


HACKETT, ProF. H. B. : 

Acts 1:2, 2:6, 86, 87; Caesarea 
baptism, 97; Middle Voice, 
108; Acts 2:38, agreement 
and difference with Alex. 
Campbelland Dr. Pusey, 108- 
111; ‘upon the Name,’ 134. 

HALLEY, PRESIDENT ROBERT 
(ENGLAND) : 

Rom 6 .2-4, 265 ; I Cor. 10:2, 

307 ; Matt. 28 : 19, 437. 


‘HARRISON, PROF. GESSNER : 
‘‘be baptized upon (éi) the 
Name,’ 138, éx, 191, 192, 195. 
HELIODORUS : 
baptism drowns, 47. 


HILARY : 
baptism of Jesus a covenant to 
fulfil all righteousness, 31. 


Hopes, Dr. CHARLES : 

I Cor. 12:13 cannot mean im- 
mersed in the Spirit any more 
than Luke 3:16, Acts 1:5, 
can mean immersed in water, 
122. 

HOUSEHOLD BAPTISM : 

Acts 16 :15, Acts 16 : 33, I Cor. 
1 :16, 219-238; ‘‘ As the soul 
of the father, so also the soul 
of the son is mine”? (Ezek. 
18 : 4), ‘‘her household,”? ‘‘ all 
his,?? 220; Family a divine 
institution; Family unity; 
Family headship; Household 
relation to God; Family re- 
jected from the Kingdom of 
God ; 220-230; Results; In- 
credibilities ; Alex. Campbell ; 
National Baptist, 230-237 ; 
individualism has not sup- 
planted the Family as an 
organic element in the con- 
stitution of our world, in the 
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covenant of redemption and 
in the Kingdom of God, 237, 
238. 


IDEAL BAPTISM : 

* certain and concluding truth, 
no other baptism in N. T., 
164, 310; differentice indicated, 
811, 313-315; ‘‘by one spirit 
into one body,’? 319-323; 
Cremer, 335; I Peter 3: 21, 
336. 

IGNATIUS: 

‘baptism into the death of the 
Lord,?’ 350. 


‘‘InTO CHRIST ;”? 

denotes the passing from a con- 
dition without Christ into a 
condition within Christ, 243, 
244; so ‘‘into repentance ;”’ 
and baptized into Christ, into 
repentance, means precisely 
what it says—into Ohrist, into 
repentance, with that soul 
change of condition implied 
in ‘‘Christ,”? ‘‘ repentance,”’ 
and does not absurdly mean 
what it does not say—bap- 
tized into water with the bod- 
ily change of condition im- 
plied in ‘‘ water,?? 257, 258 ; 
in the phrases dipped into 
the dye, dipped into the wax, 
you could as rationally sub- 
stitute ‘‘ the wax ’’ for ‘‘ the 
dye’? as in the phrases bap- 
tized into Christ, baptized 
into water (if indeed there 
was any such phrase as ‘‘ bap- 
tized into water”? in the New 
Testament, which there is 
not), youcould rationally sub- 
stitute ‘‘water’? for ‘‘Christ,?? 
258-266, 284. 


‘¢ I~ CHRIST :”? 
is the complement of ‘‘into 
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Christ :”? the soul which is 
baptized, 7. e. a moral condi- 
tion alien from Christ ‘‘into 
Christ,’ 7. ¢. a moral condi- 
tion assimilated to Christ re- 
mains abidingly in that con- 
dition—‘‘in Christ.’? This 
is the profound and precious 
doctrine of New Testament 
baptism by the Holy Ghost 
uniting the soul to Christ, 
but what has the error of a 
water dipping to do with such 
profundity of power and 
grace ? 275-282, 291, 292. 


INGHAM, R. (LONDON) : 
death by drowning represented 
in baptism, 19; burial in 
tomb of Joseph, 19; I Cor. 
12: 13, 322 ; Ephes. 4:5, “not 
baptism of the Spirit ;”’ error, 
why ? 345-347. 
TREN ZUS: 
baptism of Jesus and Apostles, 
90; in Acts 9:17 substitutes 
‘‘baptized*? for filled with 


the Holy Ghost, 112, 377, 368. 


JAMES, J. W.: 

‘“by what authority do we bap- 
tize ‘into the Name of the 
Father,’ whea the Apostles 
did not ??? 412, 

JELF: 

meaning of éx, 191. 
JEROME : 

297, 350. 
JESUS: 

could not receive ‘‘ John’s bap- 
tism,”’ 27 ; baptism of, by the 
Holy Ghost, 31-34; baptism 
by a cup, 34-44, 

JEWETT, PROF. M. P.: 

baptize, an act, 18; entire im- 
mersion for entire depravity, 
20. 
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JEWISH BAPTISM : 
manner of using the water may 
have been the same as in 
Christian ritual baptism, 
while the baptisms were essen- 
tially diverse in nature, 348. 


JOHN THE BAPTIST: 

“‘baptism of,’? different from 
baptism by, 27; no certain 
evidence that John’s baptism 
included females; not an 
organizer, 168; his baptism 
preached and symbolized in 
rite by water a spiritual puri- 
fication, 329 ; antagonistic to 
Jewish, 354. 


JOHN OF DAMASCUS: 
the Forerunner baptized by 
putting his hand on Christ’s 
head, 115, 297. 


JOHN’S DISCIPLES : 

rebaptized, special case, 209; 
had been baptized ritually 
‘‘into repentance ;’? were 
taught, now, that repentance 
and remission and the Holy 
Ghost come through Christ 
Jesus, they believed and were 
baptized, ritually, ‘‘into the 
name of the Lord Jesus,”’ and 
really by the extraordinary 
gifts of the Holy Ghost, 209- 
216. 


JOHN 20 : 21-23: 

Apostolic commission ; no uni- 
formity of words in the record | 
by the Evangelists, 385, 386 ; 
but they are in accord, 386; 
the word Barrifw is not used, 
385, 


JOSEPHUS : 
ritual baptism of John, symboli- 


zation of Spiritual purification 
preached, 354. 


INDEX. 641 


JOSHUA, A TYPE: 
baptism into, 312; type of the 
antitype baptism into Christ 
(I Peter 3:21, I Cor. 10; 2), 
338. 


JUDITH: 
12:7, baptized herself upon the 
fountain, 145. 


KNAPP: 
I Peter 3 : 21, 335. 
KRAUTH, PROF. C. P.: 
relation of ritual baptism to 
salvation, 391. 
KUHNER : 
meaning of éx«, 191. 
Luoyp, J. T. (RELIGIous HER- 
ALD): 
Pedobaptists eat and drink 
damnation, 21. 








Aovw ° 
does not require covering, 367 ; 
Rey. 1: 5, 1 Peter 1: 2, sprink- 
ling of the blood of Christ 
can ‘‘wash”? (= cleanse), 
367, 368 (Calvin 366); faith 
‘¢ washes,?? Ireneus, 368; 
Ezek. 16: 8, 374, 378, 379; 
covering not necessary (Ter- 
tullian), 383; Chrysostom, 
Calvin, 384. 
Aovtedv : 
containing vessel, laver (EIli- 
cott), not tenable, 377, 378. 


LUKE 24; 44-50: 

apostolic commission; Stier, 
Schleiermacher, Grotius, 
Ebrard, Bengel, Lange, 387 ; 
diversity of words actord in 
truth with other evangelists, 
388; the word fBar-i{o not 
used, 388. 


MANIFESTATION : 
of the power of the Lamb of 
God to take away sin, there- 
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fore John used water in bap- 
tizing, 166. 
MARK 16: 15, 16: 
apostolic commission ; accord 
* with John and Luke ; differs, 
verbally, in the use of Barrifo; 
what is the baptism, real or 
ritual? It is ‘‘saving,” 
therefore it is “real?? bap- 
tism into Christ, through 
‘‘believing,’”? by the Spirit, 
390 ; Wilson, Fuller, Krauth, 
Pusey, Barclay, 391, 392; 
interpretation, 892; Middle- 
ton, Alexander, Hackett, 
Bloomfield, Kuinoel, Olshau- 
sen, 394-399; Syriac, Mur- 
dock, 399, 400; ellipsis not 
necessarily water, 402. 
MATTHEW 28 : 19, 20: 
apostolic commission ; its ele- 
ments—l, the field = the 
world ; 2, the duty = (1), dis- 
ciple all nations (to Christ for 
the remission of sins); (2), 
baptize them (made disciples) 
into the Name of the Father, 
and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Ghost (reconciling them 
to the living and triune God); 
(3), teaching them (made dis- 
ciples to Christ and reconcil- 
ed to God) to observe what- 
soever 1 have commanded, 
that they may adorn the doc- 
trine of Christ their Saviour 
and glorify their Father in 
heaven, 403-469; last words 
of the Redeemer on earth; 
strict adherence to N. T. us- 
age of BarriCw, 403, 404 ; vari- 
ous translations of Stuart, 
Williams, Beecher, Godwin, 
Carson, Arnold, Campbell, 
Fuller ; objection, 405 ; trans- 
lation of cic, Carson, Dagg, 
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Wayland, Judson, Campbell, 
into ; Stuart, Halley, Wilson, 


MIDDLETON, BISHOP : 
overlooks the distinction be- 


into, 405 ; Conant in; Schaaf, 
Alford, object, 406, 408 ; Bap- 
tist views, Carson, Gale, Mo- 
rell, Ingham, Jewett, Way- 
land, Booth, Stovel, Pepper, 
Bruner, Campbell, 408-411 ; 
unsatisfactory, 411-413 ; other 
views, Pusey, Barclay, Fair- 
bairn, Prof. J. A. Alexander, 
Beecher, Godwin, Bengel, 
Olshausen, Stier, Calvin, 
Lange, tee, 498- 432 ; ob- 
jections to Baptist interpreta- 
tions, 432-436; remarks on 
other views, 436-443 ; inter- 
pretation ; ‘‘ disciples,” ‘“‘all 
nations,’ “‘ baptizing into the 
Name,” “‘of the Father, and 
of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghost,’’ “‘teaching them to 
observe,”? 443-458 ; history of 
use of formula, 458 ; Patristic 
writers reconciling the for- 
mula in Matt. 28:19 with 
the formula used by the Apos- 
tles in ritual baptism, not 
successful, 459-462; Syriac 
version (baptism = standing 
firm), 463-468; commission 
considered and result, 468, 
469. 


MATTHIES: 


on the diversity between the 
formula in Matt. 28:19, and 
that used by the Apostles in 
ritual baptizing, 177; why 
unsatisfactory, 178. 


MENANDER: 


‘baptism into, 311. 


MEYER: 


into the Name not in the Name, 
421; Matt. 28:19 ‘‘not bap- 
tismal formula, not found in 
Apostolical church,’? 422. 


MOSES, A TYPE: 
baptized into, 294-309; the re- 


tween the prepositions in 
Luke 4:1, and Matt. 4:1, 53, 
394. 


MOoRRELL, THOs, (EDINBURGH) : 
Pentecost baptism, ‘‘ noise ’’ not 


symbol, ‘* tongues’? more em- 


blematic, 88. 
. 


lation and the sdiitvalene of 
the Hebrew (Exod. 14: 31) 
and the Greek (I Cor. 10: 2), 
308-310 ; Israel baptized into 
= made fully subject to Moses, 
310; into Joshua, 312; Noah 
saved in the ark, a type, 338. 


MurRpDocH, PROF. JAMES: 
translation of Syriac Acts 22: 


16, 107, 126 ; Syriac word for 
baptism, 309; to baptize = 
to stand fast, 463; divine au- 
thority, 467; also, divine au- 
thority for parallel usage by 
Paul in I Cor. 10:2 for He- 
brew word in Exodus 14: 31, 
466, 467. 


NATIONAL BAPTIST: 
‘into,’ after baptize, indicates 


the element into which the 
baptized object passes—‘“‘ into 
repentance,””—‘‘into remis- 
sion,”—‘‘into the name of 
the Lord Jesus,’?—‘‘ into the 
name of the Father, and of the 
Son, and of the Holy Ghost,” . 
—therefore would change the 
language of inspiration and 
remodel the Greek language 
to prevent the overthrow of a 
mistaken Baptist theory, 211, 
212, 408. 


NEANDER: 
on the diverse formule ‘into 
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the name of Christ,’ ‘‘into 
the name of the Father and 
of the Holy Spirit; 179; 
defective, 179; Matt. 28:19, 
441, 


NESTORIAN RITUAL: 
distinguishes between the act 
(tabal) in using the water and 
the baptism (a@mad) into the 
Name, etc., 435. 


NEWCOME, ARCHBISHOP ; 
I Cor. 10:2, typical baptism, 
through miracle, 308. 


OLSHAUSEN : 
mistaken as to formulee of bap- 
tism, 204, 353; I Cor. 6:11, 
866; Ephes. 5 : 25, 370. 
ONE BAPTISM: 
into Christ ; multunal, 242-245, 
258-260, 271, 294, 295; triu- 
nal, 273, 274; biunal, 330, 
831; ‘‘ Gospel and ordinances 
the same thing in two forms ”’ 
(Prof. Pepper), then baptism 
by the Spirit and baptism by 
water (symbolizing that bap- 
tism in its purifying power) 
cannot be two baptisms but 
must be ‘‘one baptism” in 
two forms, reality and symbol, 
347; many diverse verbal 
forms agreeing in ‘‘one bap- 
tism,’’? 348, 349. 
ORIGEN : 
baptism of blood, perfect bap- 
tism, 41; ‘blood, water, 
Spirit,” agencies, 42; two- 
fold significance of martyr- 
dom, 44; baptism by Holy 
Ghost and fire, 92; baptism 
into Joshua, 312. 


PATRISTIC WRITERS: 


invariably regard water as | 


agency whether used by pour- 
ing or sprinkling, or covering, 
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171-173; water and Spirit 
united in agency, 215 ; ritual 
baptism (the Spirit with the 
water cleanses from sin, and 
regenerates the-soul), 324. 
PAUL: 

baptized into name of, 310-315 ; 
his view of the supremacy 
of real baptism by the Spirit, 
through the preaching of the 
Gospel, over ritual symbol 
baptism with water, 324; his 
commission, no dipping into 
water in it, 326, 327. 

PENTECOST BAPTISM ; 

58-95 ; Baptism qualifying for 
apostleship; Carson’s view, 
59-62 ; criticism of this view, 
62-73 5 translation of (Acts 
1:5), 73-76; the Baptizer, 
use and disuse of év, 76-78 ; 
its emblem, 78-81; views of 
Profs. Ripley and Hackett, 
81-87; views of Booth and 
Morell, 87-90;  Ireneeus, 
Gregory, Cyril, Origen, 90-92 ; 
its importance, 93-95. 


¢ 


PENGILLY : 
baptism, figure of suffering, 21. 
PEPPER, PRoF. G. D. B.: 
baptism, burial in Jordan, 19; 
resurrection, 19; communion 
before baptism, a lie, 21; I 
Cor. 12:13, spiritual baptism, 
322, 325, 326, 327 ; the Gospel 
antecedent to symbols, sym- 
bols must be interpreted by 
the Gospel, 328, 347 ; baptism 
not instituted by the commis- 
sion, 426. 
PETER AT JERUSALEM: 
first preached Christian bap- 
tism, 130 ; various views, 132; 
true translation, 137 ; essence 
of the Gospel, 146; repent- 
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ance and faith baptize into 
remission, 330. 


PETILIANDS. 
does not baptize twice, 40. 


PHYSICAL BAPTISM ; 
unknown to Christianity, 167, 
302, 306, 310, 311; differing 
from Greek, 313, 315, 345; 
cannot be that of the N. T., 
466-468. 
PEARCE, BISHOP: 
I Cor. 10:2, into not “unto” 
Moses, 307. 


PLACES OF BAPTISM: : 

upon the Jordan, Matt. 3:15; 
upon the Cross, Mark 10:38; 
in a house, Acts 1:5, 2:2-4; 
in a house, Acts 11:15, 16; 
in a house, Acts 9:17, 18; 
not stated, Acts 8:15, 16; in 
a house, probably, Acts 19:5; 
where Gospel preached, I Cor. 
12:13; at a house, Acts 2: 
88-41 ; not stated, presumably 
at place of preaching, Acts 
8:12, 13; at roadside, Acts 
8: 36. 


IIvetua ‘Aycov : 

Matt. 3:11, ‘“‘not the personal 
Spirit”? (Baptist), 56 5 specific 
without article (Baptist trans- 
lator), 57; not the receptive 
element of baptism, but the 
agent, 75, 84; baptizing at 
Pentecost the Apostles, 58; 
at Ceesarea, Cornelius, 95; at 
Damascus, Saul, 98 ; at Sama- 
ria, disciples ritually baptized, 
113; at Ephesus, the twelve, 
114; at Corinth (I Cor. 12: 
13, év Ivebyare translated, by 
Baptists, ‘‘ by one Spirit,’ and 
five times within a few verses | 
similarly translated), ‘‘all?? 
Christians, 119, 120; Agent 
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in baptism, 123; subjects of 
this baptism, ‘‘all,”? 127, 129; 
the one baptizing Agent 
effecting the ‘‘one baptism ”’ 
of Christianity, 344-351. 


PRIEST, ROMAN CATHOLIC: 
“‘God the author of his error,’’ 
347. 


PURIFYING, 
TISM ; 


question about (John 3 : 25), 352 

~ -355;3; Jewish baptism—cere- 
monial purification; John’s 
baptism (preached)—spiritual 
purification; rite a spiritual 
purification symbolized, 354 ; 
“purification ?? can embrace 
generically that of the Jews 
and of John, 355. 


Pusey, Dr. E. B. (OxFrorp): 

I Cor. 12:13, 122; Acts 2:38, 
salvation by baptism, 136, 
158, 267, 291; I Cor, 12:13, 
meaning, 321; one baptism 
into Christ and so into the 
Trinity, 351; baptismal re- 
generation, what, 356 ; Ephes. 
5:26, 369; ‘‘miracle,?? 372; 
ancient liturgies, 375, 392. 


INVOLVING BAP- 


‘‘PuT ON CHRIST:” 
Galat. 3:26, 27, expository and 
equivalent of ‘‘ baptized into 

Christ, ’? 285-291. 


QUARTERLY, CHRISTIAN: 
baptism, burial of old man, 
rising up of new man, 20. 


QUARTERLY, BAPTIST: 
Acts 2:38, 146-148; criticism 
on, 149-153, 211. 


REAL, CHRISTIC BAPTISM ; 
meaning of, 17, 167; reference 
to in Rom. 6: 2-4, 241-275; 
Gal. 3: 26,27, 282-293 ; I Cor. 
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12: 13, 318-323; all ‘‘ who 
eall Jesus Lord” are év Ivet- 
pate ‘Ay'o and baptized by 
the Spirit into the name of 
the Lord Jesus and into one 


body, I Cor. 12: 3, 13, 322, 


323 ; real above ritual, 324. 


RIPLEY, PROF. HENRY J.: 

baptism, burial of old man, 19; 
moral loathsomeness left be- 
hind, 20, 81, 86 ; Ceesarea, bap- 
tism, 97 ; the same Spirit bap- 
tizes all, 123, 133; wrong as 
to formnle of baptism, 204, 
205, 253, 294, 501. 


RITUAL, CHRISTIC BAPTISM: 
meaning of, 17; adumbration of 
baptism by the Holy Ghost ; 
water by its nature manifests 
purification, 164; in ritual 
baptism there is no baptism 
into the water, but the bap- 
tism ‘‘into the name of the 
Lord Jesus’’—‘“‘into the 
name of the Father, and of 
the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghost,”? is announced and 
symbolized by water poured 
or sprinkled upon the subject 
of the rite, 164-181 ; perpetual 
obligation, 202, 206-216; 
value of, 218; all ritual bap- 
tisms examined (161-238) ; the 
results: 1, full formula; (1), 
the verb in the active voice ; 
(2), the agency in the da- 
tive, (3), the receiving ele- 
ment in the accusative ; 2, the 
complement of Barrifw in the 
New Testament is never wa- 
ter, but is always ideal ele- 
ment ; 3, to convert the New 
Testament baptism intoa dip- 
wing into water is the most 
absolute abandonment con- 
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ceivable of that baptism which 
is taught by the Holy Ghost, 
238-240, 324. 


REGENERATION, BAPTISM : 
John 3:5, supposed result of 
co-action of water and the 
Holy Spirit, 355-365; Patris- 
tic view, truth and error mix- 
ed, 355, 3856; difficulty in 
explaining, Dr. Pusey, 356. 


R. J. M. (WESTERN RECORDER); 


to call Pcedobaptist bodies 
churches is logical insanity 
and idiocy, 21. 


ROBINSON, PROF. EDWARD: 
Rom. 1 : 29 (Lev.) 314. 
SAMARIA, BAPTISM AT: 
prayed for and character of, 


as that at Pentecost and 
Ceesarea, 113. 


SAUL, BAPTISM OF : 

98-112; what was it, a dipping 
into water ? 99; was Saul now 
called to be an Apostle ? 100; 
was this baptism to qualify 
for the Apostleship ? 101-108 ; 
filled with the Holy Ghost = 
baptized with the Holy Ghost, 
103; ‘‘calling on the Name 
of the Lord? washes away 
sins, baptizes, 106. 

SCHAAF, PROFESSOR P. : 

“baptized in the Name, error, 
should be into,” 310, 407; 


Matt. 28:19 not the formula 
used by the Apostles, 441. 


STIER (WORDS OF LORD JESUS): 

baptism of Jesus not “‘ John’s 

baptism ’’ foreannounces bap- 

tism of the cross, 30; mean- 

ing of ‘‘into the Name,” 417, 
418. 


646 


STovEeL, Rev. CHARLES (LON- 
DON): 
Matt. 28 :19 shows immersion 
in water, 19, 305. 


SYMBOL: 


why imperfect, 17 ; complexity 
of Baptist symbolism, 18-22 ; 
cloven tongues, symbol (Pro- 
fessor Hackett), 87; dove, 
cup, tongue, water, 94; sym- 
bolization of “ death, burial, 
resurrection, womb, birth, 
mother,’? foundationless in 
inspiration, 275; what ? 337 ; 
water in rite baptism a sym- 
bol of purification of the soul 
by the atoning death of the 
Lamb of God (John 1: 29, 
31), 339 ; (Calvin), 416, 430. 


SCRIPTURE PASSAGES EXAM- 


INED: 

Matt. 3:15, (27); John 1 : 32, 
(31); Mark 10: 38, 39, (34); 
Matt. 20:22, Luke 12: 50, 
(44); John 1 : 32, (52); Acts 1: 
5, (58); Acts 11: 15, 16, (95); 
Acts (9:17, 18; 22 :.13-16 ; 
26 ; 14-18, (98-112); Isaiah 1 : 
16-18, (107); Ezek. 18 : 30, 31, 
(108); I Peter 1 : 22, Acts 2: 
21, 38, (108); Acts 8: 15, 16, 
(113) ; Acts 19:6, (114-117); 
I Cor. 12 : 18, (117); Acts 2: 
38, (130); Acts 8 : 12-16, (163); 
Acts 8 : 35-88, (182); John 20: 
1, (198); Acts 10 : 47, 48, (202); 
Acts 19 : 3-5, (209); I Cor. : 
1: 13, 15, (216); Acts 16: 15, 


33, I Cor. 1 : 16, (219); Rom. . 


6 : 2-4, (241); Colos. 2 : 9-13, 
(275); Gal. 3 : 26, 27, (282); I 
Cor. 10:2, (294); I Cor. 1: 
13, 15, (310); I Cor. 15 : 29, 
(316); I Cor. 12 : 13, (318); I 
Cor. 1:17, (824); Heb. 6 : 2, 
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(328); I Peter 3:21, (335); 
Ephes. 4:5, (344-351); John 

* 3: 25, (350); John 3: 5, (3855); 
I Cor. 6: 11, (366); Ephes. 5: 
26, (369); Titus 3:5, (3875); 
Heb. 10 : 22, (381); John 20: 
21-23, (385); Luke 24 : 44-50, 
(386). 


SCRIPTURE PASSAGES REFERRED 
L \ 
TO: 

Luke 12 : 50, I John 5: 6, Matt. 
3:15, John 19 : 80, (31); John 
3:34, John 1 :32, Luke 4:18, 
21, Acts 10 .38, Matt. 12 : 28, 
Heb. 9:14, (82); Luke 4: 1, 
14, (33); Acts 10:38, (34); 
Matt. 27 : 46, (85); Luke 12 : 
50, Mark 10 : 33, 34, Matt. 20: 
28, Matt. 16:21, 17: 21, 22, 
Luke 9 : 22, 30, Matt. 26 : 39, 
42, Luke 22: 44, John 18: 11, 
(36); Ps. 42: 7, 69:1, 2, 88: 
6, 7, (87); Matt. 5:10, (40); 
Matt. 16 :21, Luke 9 : 22, (46); 
Rom. 6:4, (47); Jerem. 25 : 
15-38, Ezek. 23 : 32-47, Matt. 
26 : 39, 42, Luke 22 : 42, Mark 
14 : 36, John 18:11, (49); 
Luke 4:1, Matt. 4:1, (53); 
Mark 3 : 23, Luke 11 : 20, (54); 
Matt. 3:11, Luke 17, (55); 
Ephes. 4 : 28, Matt. 27 : 40, 
Gal. 1 : 23, (56); Acts 4: 7, 9, 
10, 12, 29, 30, (58); Gal. 3: 
27, 28, John 17:21, Joel?2: 
28, Matt. 3:11, John 1 : 33, 
(127); Eph. 4:8, (128); Titus 
3:5, 6, IT Cor. 4:16, (129); 
Matt. 3 : 13, (145); Matt. 10: 
14, John 6 : 37, Matt, 12 : 13, 
Acts 27 : 32, (193); Acts 28 : 
3-5, 12 : 7, (194); Matt. 3:11, 
(208); Luke 24 : 49, Acts 1:5, 
Gal. 3 : 27, (291); Exod. 14: 
1i, 12, 31, (800); Jerem. 13 : 
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18, Rom. 15 : 24, Acts 5 : 8, 
Rom. 1: 29, (314); John 3: 
34, Luke 4:18, Matt. 4:1, 
Luke 4:14, Matt. 12: 28, 
Acts 2:33, Rom. 8:1, 9, 
Mark 12 : 36, (820); Dan. 4: 
14, (336). 
Smon Macus: 

ritually baptized with water, 
not really baptized by the 
Holy Ghost, 170. 


SPIRITUAL PURIFICATION : 
how it originated as a concep- 
tion belonging to and finally 
became the meaning of bap- 
tism, 307. 


SPRINKLING, PURIFIES: 

Heb. 10 : 22, Carson, Ernesti, 
Bloomfield, Rosenmiiller, 
Ebrard, Bengel, Stuart, Cal- 
vin, Rev. John Owen, Fair- 
bairn, 381, 382; interpreta- 
tion, 883, 384; sprinkling 
washes (Calvin), 384. 

STONE: 

upon the grave of Lazarus— 
upon the lion’s den—upon the 
sepulchre of the Lord Jesus, 
198-200. 

STOVEL, Rey. C. (LONDON) : 
I Cor. 10 : 2, 305. 
STUART, PROFESSOR MOSES: 
into the Name, 405, 436 ; Syriac 
version, 464. 
SYRIAC VERSION . 
baptize = ‘‘tostand firm,” 463- 
_ 468; correctness shown by 
Paul’s use of Barrifa eic¢ to ex- 
press the Hebrew word in 
Exodus 14 : 31, which liter- 
ally means ‘‘to lean upon,” 
then, ‘‘ to believe in,’? 466. 
TEACHING, BAPTISM OF: 

Heb. 6:2, 328, 332-334, 456, 

457. 
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j TERTULLIAN: 


blood baptism, 388; disciples 
baptized again with spiritual 
baptism, 116. 
“THEMISTIUS : 
baptism drowns, 47. 


THEODORET ; 
Ephes. 5 : 26, 369. 
THEORY : 
modern, of ritual Christian bap- 
tism, 18-22; outside of this 
theory, ‘“‘no baptism, no 
Lord’s supper, no Christian 
ministry,’ 21; objections to 
this theory, philological, chro- 
nological, symbological, exe- 
getical, 22-26. 


TRANSLATION : 
the value of ef¢ and év and the 
simple Dative with farrifu, 
73-76 ; émi, év, ec 7d dvopa, 
- Baptist translation of, 132, 
133 ; Prof. Hackett, 134 ; true 
translation of Acts 2 : 38, 137, 
195, 205-208, 211, 294 ; com- 

mission, 434. 


TYNDALE: 
translation of Coloss. 2 : 9-13. 


TYPE BAPTISM: 
baptism ‘‘into Moses,” type of 
baptism ‘‘into Christ,’? 294— 
310; I Peter 3:21, salvation 
in the Ark through the de- 
stroying water, type of sal- 
vation in Christ through his 
resurrection, triumphing over 
all enemies, 335-338 ; rite bap- 
tism cannot be the antitype of 
the waters of the flood or of 
the Ark, because the water 
of the rite is itself but a sym- 
bol, 337; salvation by the 
Ark is a type of the antitype 
salvation which is by the bap- 
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tism of the Holy Ghost ‘‘into 
the name of the Lord Jesus ;”’ 
~ “into Joshua,?? 312. 


WATER: 


why universal symbol of purity, 
18; what symbolized in bap- 
tism by the Holy Ghost, 18 5 
necessary to ritual baptism ; 
other than ritual baptisms in 
S. S., in which no water, 100; 
force of cic with Accusative 


of receiving element, water | 


never so used, 118; used in 
ritual baptism to make mani- 
fest the power of the Lamb 
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after John’s baptism, 217, 
218; must be supplied by 
ellipsis in that same form in 
which it appears when stated, 
218. 


WILson, Pror. RoBERT (BEL- 


FAST): 


translation of ei¢ after Barrio 


by for, wrong, 144, 264, 305, 
332, 391, 422, 423; “th com- 
mission enjoins baptism” not 
“into water, but into the Name 
of the Father, and of the Son, 
and of the Holy Ghost,?? 423, 
440. 


of God to take away sin, 166 ; 
invariably used in the Dative 
‘as symbol agency in S. S., 
never as receiving element, 


WINER: 
52, 53, 56, 104; meaning of éx, 
191; é& and é not inter- 
170-171; only mentioned changed in doctrinal state- 


twice with baptism under | ments, 310; I Cor. 11:23, 
Christianity ; Acts 8 : 36, 10: dud, xara, éy, identical as 
47, 202; ‘* water” in relation respects the sense, 318, 319; 
to baptism always spoken of Hebrews 6 : 2, 333. 

abstractly, 203; quantity | Venema: 
never hamed nor alluded toas water of baptism denotes the 
entering into the administra- punishing justice of God ; this 
tion of the rite, 209; baptism is the baptism in Matt. 20: 
‘into water’? language ab- 22. 30. 

solutely unknown to the New 
Testament, 209; not a ques- 
tion as to ‘‘ into what,” water, 
milk, or otl, 212; essential | ZUINGLI: 

requisite in ritual baptism, Heb. 6:2, baptism of doctrine 
217 ; not renewedly mentioned by both John and Christ, 333. 





ZINZENDORF : 
view of formula of baptism, 418, 
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PATRISTIC BAPTISM. 


AGENCY: 


the water, the Spirit and the 
fire are agencies changing the 
spiritual condition and not 
receiving elements for a dip- 
ping, 518. 


AMBROSE: 


speaks of baptism by sprink- 
ling, 534 ; baptism like a dye, 
549; the burial of sins and 
new birth, 574. 


ANNOTATOR: 


insympathywith Patristic views 
explains the difference be- 
tween John’s baptism by 
‘simple’? water and the bap- 


tism of Christ, not by ‘‘sim- | 


ple’? water but by water 
impregnated with grace by 
the Holy Spirit, making the 
water an agency to change 
the spiritual condition of the 
soul, and not a receptacle into 
which the body was to be 
“ dipped,’? 517 ; error in intro- 
ducing water into the personal 
baptism of Christ and making 
water and the Holy Spirit 
joint agencies in Christian 
baptism, 518; John 4:2; 
mersion, perfusion, aspersion, 
equally belong to Christian 
baptism, 533; Benedictine 
Monk—waterand Spirit effect- 





ing Christian baptism, 547; 
Annotator says, Tertullian 
alludes to men baptized naked, 
562: distinction between 
‘‘peripsum’’and ‘‘inipsum,”’’ 
the most explicit statement 
possible that the baptism is, 
ideally, into Christ, and not 
physically into water, 616. 


AUGUSTINE : 

Christian baptism is unlike that 
of John, which was by water 
only, being also by the Holy 
Spirit, 548; Moses a type of 
Christ; the Egyptians types 
of sin and their drowning in 
the sea represents the des- 
truction of sin by baptism 
and its being left behind in 
the water, 559; Christ still 
baptizes, he does not hold the 
body and dip it in water (that 
is not baptism), but he in- 
visibly washes, cleanses, 563 ; 
men can dip (that is not bap- 
tism), Christ only can wash 
the conscience (that is bap- 
tism), 563; his view of Chris- 
tian baptism; the sepulchre 
of Christ is the Christians 
rest, ‘‘buried with him 
through baptism into his 
death,’? 577; the Lord Jesus 
Christ the baptizer and not 
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men, 578-580; his. rebuke to 
heretics of his day and its 
application to the theorists of 
this day, 580. 


ASSIMILATION :; 
essential feature of Christian 
baptism, the baptized object 
assimilated to the character- 
istic of the baptizing agency, 
493; assimilation belongs to 
baptism, painting portrait, 
542. 
BAPTISM, CHRISTIC : 
corrupted by Patristic writers, 
471; not by simple water, 
516-518. 
BAPTISM, JOHN’S: 
was a symbol and not a type 
baptism, 486; simple water, 
516. 
BAPTISM, JUDAIC: 
not a mere symbol baptism, 485. 
BAPTISM, PATRISTIC : 
general usage of Barrivo, 473; 
agreement with other writers, 
473 ; disagreement with inspi- 
red writers, 475; the heavens 
baptized by the uplifted body 
and the earth baptized by the 
dropping blood of Christ on 
the Cross; John baptized by 
touching the head of Jesus, 
514; Ambrose, 574; Nazi- 
anzen, 575; various names 
with the reasons for each 
name of baptism, 575, 576; 
baptism, crucifixion, burial, 
and resurrection, 577, erro- 
neous and leading nto error, 
580; never use baptism or 
baptize to express a physical 
covering or a momentary dip- 
ping, 581. 
BaPprTisM, SCRIPTURAL : 
is ideal: 1, into an ideal ele- 
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ment ; 2, by aspiritualagency; 
3, by a symbol physical agen- 
cy, water, tongue, dove, cup, 
485; real, effective, spiritual 
baptism (thorough change of 
its spiritual condition), by 
the Holy Ghost, 486. 


BAPTISM BY THE HOLY GHOST: 

was the indwelling of, work by, 

in the soul, not an outside 
covering, 617. 


Bartivo: 
usage of by Patristic writers ; 
same meaning with Classic 
writers used in the same 
sphere; new meaning used 
long in religious relations, a 
new sphere, 473; Classic 
meaning in secular relations, 
473; used absolutely to ex- 
press drunken condition, 474 ; 
intusposition without limit of 
act or time = complete influ- 
ence, 475; physical element, 
476 ; ideal element, 477, 481 ; 
usage of analogous words, 
477, 479; used with agency 
only, the character of the 
agency determining the char- 
acter of the baptism, 482-484 ; 
Barrifw alone cannot declare 
the nature of any baptism, 
whether physical or ideal, 
with covering or without 
covering, 485 ; used to express 
the effect of touching the 
Jordan by Christ, the waters 
of the river were baptized; 
the effect of John’s being 
beheaded—was ‘‘ baptized,” 
575 ; usage of, 581; its use in 
legitimate meaning with an 
ideal element affirmed, 581; 
_ expresses effect and not merely 
the fact of covering, as other 
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words in connection with bap- 
tizing, 584-586; affinity is 
with Barr to dye, to color, to 
change condition through some 
quality, and not with Barrw 
to dip, to put into and take 
out of, 602; New Testament 
usage of, due to this relation, 
613, 614; its relations are 
ideal, 614-622 5 Patristic and 
Classic use of, common and 
diverse, 620, 622; Barrifw is 
not used by inspired writers 
nor by uninspired Patristic 
writers to express (in the 
religious sphere), the passing 
of an object into a physical 
element, 622. 


Barrcopa : 


not in Classic Greek, meaning 
from philology Kihner, Butt- 
man, Sophocles, Jelf, Crosby, 
Winer, Hermann Cremer, = 
result, effect, 488; only word 
used for John’s or Christian 
baptism, and never used by 
Classic, Jewish, Patristic, or 
inspired writer to express a 
physical (mersion) baptism, 
489; expresses the result, 
effect (changed condition), 
baptism of the soul consequent 
upon the ideal passing into 
repentance, into the remission 
of sins, into the Name of the 
Lord Jesus, into the Name of 
the Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghost, never used of the body 
_ passing into water, 489 ; while 
Barrifo is freely used by Pa- 
tristic writers where a ship or 
aman passed, into river, lake, 
or sea, Pdrticua is never 
used in such re'ation, nor to 
express the covered condition 
of the body in baptism, but 





the changed spiritual condi- 
tion of the soul, 490; the 
Patristic Barricwa expresses a 
spiritual result in the soul 
and not a covering in water 
of the body, 491-543; a new 
life, 495 ; diverse names, 497 ; 
Aovtpév equivalent of Barricua, 
502; diverse, 507 ; blood, 510; 
Barriopa is applied to the effect 
and to that producing the 
effect, therefore water is termed 
a Pdxriopa, and so, also, is 
blood, and tears, 515 ; fire bap- 
tism, 516-523; by fire and 
sword, 522; clinic, 523-532; 
sprinkling, 532; on Carmel, 
not water covering, 538; a 
painting, 542; not a physical 
water covering, 543; compend, 
Ecclesiastical, Naked, 545- 
5625 like a dye, 549 ; into his 
death, 568 ; of the Jordan, of 
John the Baptist, 575; called 
by many names (Greg. Naz.), 
Why ? 575; called baptism 
‘¢ because Sin is buried,’ 575 5 
not interchanged with Kara- 
dvoie aS equivalent 589-592 ; 
three baptisms one baptism, 
594; in the passion of the 
Lord, 6113; not physical, 615- 
619; 621. 

Barriopc $ 

“‘denotes the act as a fact,?? 
Bib. Theol. Lex., 488. 

BAPTISM INTO CHRIST : 

‘into his death’’—hidden say- 
ing; hard to be understood 
by many—because of mis- 
understanding its relation to 
baptism ‘‘into the Name of 
the Father, and of the Son, 
and of the Holy Ghost,’? 568 ; 
baptism ‘‘into Christ,” ‘‘into 
his death,” ‘‘into the death 


of the Lord,” is a difference 
of phraseology but one and the 
same baptism and most scrip- 
tural, but effected only by the 
Holy Spirit symbolized (as to 
the purifying power of the 
blood of Christ), in the rite 
by water; water for burial, 
oil for Holy Spirit, seal for 
Cross, ointment for confirma- 
tion, all pure human inven- 
tion, 568; Christ taken away 
by theory and pool of water 
substituted, 570; quasi dye, 
612; a thorough change of 
spiritual condition assimila- 
ting to Christ, 612. 
‘BAPTISM INTO DEATH :” 
what is death ? view of Origen ; 
‘“baptism into Christ,’’ what ? 
difference of ‘“‘baptism into 
Law,’ 572; baptism into 
death secures and not merely 
signifies burial with Christ in 
his sepulchre (Augustine), 
577. 
BAPTISM INTO THE NAME OF 
THE FATHER, OF THE SON, 
AND OF THE IIOLY GHOosT : 
“¢why when such command does 
the Apostle use only the 
name of Christian baptism?” 
view of Origen ? 572; criti- 
cism of, 573, 574. 
BAPTISM INTO THE LAW: 
equivalent to baptism into ‘‘the 
fulfilment of all righteous- 
ness,’? 572, 574. 
BAPTISM INTO CONDEMNATION : 
by fire (Tertullian), 610. 
BAPTIZER, THE GREAT: 
the Lord Jesus Christ (Ambrose 
II, 1227); the only baptizer 
(Augustine); 576-578; did not 
baptize with his own hands, 
610. 
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BAPTIst BIBLE: 
has adopted a Latin word rather 
than transfer the Greek word 
as most other translations 
have done. In doing so they 
have reversed the action of 
the Latins themselves, who 
rejected ‘‘immerse?? and 
transferred baptize, 613, 614. 
BASIL THE GREAT: X 
definition of Barrioya, physical 
idea repudiated, ‘‘ thoroughly 
changed spiritual condition,”’ 
491; baptism is an assimila- 
tion, the baptized becomes 
such as that of which it is 
born or baptized, 493, 494. 


BATH, WATER OF: 
will not wash away sins, the 
washing of repentance (Justin 
M.) will, 598; so will “our 
water” (Tertullian), 562, 
BEECHER, PRESIDENT E.: 
501. 
BENEDICTINE MONK: 
explanation of John’s baptism 
by ‘‘simple water,’”? and of 
Christian baptism by the Holy 
Spirit conjoined with the 
water, without which Chris- 
tian baptism could not take 
place, 547, 516. 


BLOOD BAPTISMS : 

Tertullian calls ‘‘a second wash- 
ing’? (lavacrum = dovrpdv), 
showing that neither “‘wash- 
ing’? nor baptism required 
covering in the water or in 
the blood—cleansing by water 
or by blood was equally bap- 
tism, and both constituted 
“two baptisms,” 510; Cy- 
prian says baptism is by 
martyr-blood, and is superior 
to baptism by water, so 
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Origen, 510, 511; Christ’s 
blood baptism, another bap- 
tism, not by water nor by the 
Spirit, but by blood, by the 
blood of his crucifixion, views 
of Augustine, Jerome, Chry- 
sostom, 512-514, 


BURIAL IN CONNECTION WITH 


BAPTISM : 


what is its true Patristic con- 


ception, 566-580; burial as 
used in SS. in connection 
with the words baptize, bap- 
tism (Rom. 6:3, 4; Coloss. 
2:12), is not used as the 
equivalent of these words, 
nor to express a dipping or 
a covering in water, nor to 
intimate any resemblance 
between a burial in earth or 
in rock to a dipping into 
water and its consequent 
momentary covering; but it 
is used to express the co- 
burial with Christ in his rock 
sepulchre of all those who are 
by the Holy Spirit baptized 
into His death on the Cross, 
566; the theory of modern 
Baptists that the SS. use bury 
as the equivalent of baptize 
is untrue; the notion that 
the SS. speak of a baptism 
into water is untrue; the 
notion that the SS. speak of 
a baptism (dipping) into 
water as an intended likeness 
to the burial of Christ in the 
rock is still more untrue ; the 
notion that the 8S. identify 
baptism, burial, dipping into 
water as equivalent or divine- 
ly related conceptions is un- 
true; the assumption by 
modern Baptists, that their 
dipping into water appears in 
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S3., that it is a command of 
God, that it is spoken of as a 
burial, and that it constitutes 
Christian baptism, is founda- 
tionless ; the assumption that 
the dipping into water of 
modern Baptists, is of the 
same purport as the covering 
in water by Patristic writers 
and that they believed such 
covering in simple water to 
be Christian baptism, is 
foundationless, 566; water 
covering as likeness to grave 
covering does not bring water 
covering into any likeness to 
Christian baptism, 570, 571 ; 
‘‘buried with Christ’? means 
co-burial in his sepulchre, just 
as co-crucifixion means cruci- 
fixion with him on his cross ; 
there isas much SS. authority 
for converting co-crucifixion 
into a wooden cross hung 
around the neck as to convert 
co-burial into a dipping into 
water ; Patrists and theorists 
make such conversion and 
abandon the word of God, 
571; the only burial of Christ 
the SS. know anything about 
is his burial in the rock 
sepulchre, and the only ‘‘bur- 
ial with him” that we can 
have is co-burial in that 
same sepulchre; a dipping 
into water cannot give any 
such co-burial, but baptism 
into his death on the cross 
(co-crucifixion) by the Holy 
Spirit does give such co-burial 
(Rom. 6:3, 4), therefore the 
teaching of SS. ‘‘ baptism into 
his death” by the Ioly Spirit 
must stand, and the teaching 
of the theorists of a dipping 
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into water (of which the SS. 
know nothing) must perish, 
571-574; burial in baptism is 
applied to the burial of sin 
left at the bottom of the pool 
—the death (drowning) of sin 
in order to a new birth (Am- 
brose), 574; ‘‘the old man is 
buried in the water,’’ the new 
man is received, 575; ‘‘ the 
old Adam buried in the 
water ;”? this is an honest 
baptism, never taken out of 
the water, another affair from 
a dipping burial, 575; called 
baptism because sin is buried, 
575 ; philological right to call 
burial of sin in water to stay 
there, a Barrioua, 5763 burial 
as used in connection with 
the rite, 580; ‘‘burial in 
water’? not the Christian 
Barriopa, but a symbol of 
burial in the rock sepulchre, 
621. 


CALYPSIS: 
covering of dead body in earth 
like burial but not like Chris- 
tian baptism, 567. 
CANCER LIKE SIN BAPTIZED : 
by cutting and burning, Jerome, 
73522). 
Carson, ALEX., LL.D. : 
on Aobw, 504. 
CASE AND PREPOSITION : 
show that water was used as 
agency and not as a receptive 
element, 559, 560. 


CHRYSOSTOM : 
gives six names for baptism, 
none a dipping, all of Spirit- 
ual significance, 497, 498; 
entering into the pool, arises 
purer than the rays of the 
sun, through the Holy Spirit, 
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therefore baptized (not be- 
cause dipped), made regene- 
rate, 498 ; baptism likened to 
painting, 542. 
CHRISTIAN BAPTISM : 

solely a Spiritual baptism by 
the Holy Ghost, and symbol- 
ized as to its purifying nature 
by water in a rite, 485. 


CLASSIC AND PATRISTIC Borrila : 
the same in same usage, 476; 
ideal element, 477. 


CLEMENS I. 
co-crucifixion, co-death, co- 
burial, co-resurrection, 567; 
subjection to Satan renounced, 
to God avouchcd, interpreta- 
tion of baptismal formula, 
615. 


CLINIC BAPTISM : 

523-532; the theory regards as 
a sham, Patrists regard it as 
of matchless worth, 523 ; tub 
and pool, and alkali, and 
covering in water not neces- 
sary to baptism, 524 ; sprink- 
ling of equal value with 
covering, 524-528; Tertul- 
lian, Basil, Eusebius (Nova- 
tian) 528, 529; Chrysostom, 
530, 532; ‘almost daily” 
baptized, 532, 545. 


CONCLUSION : 
Baxti~o has no physical use, 
inspired or Patristic, 630. 


CONDITION : 

thorough change of, meaning of 
Bartifa, 474 ; effect of changed 
condition by covering in a 
fluid for unlimited time, 474 ; 
extension of the usage of 
Barrifo to express this effect 
induced without covering, 
474, 
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COMPEND BAPTISM : 

sprinkling water, or familiar 
intercourse with Christ could 
confer ‘‘compend baptism,”’ 
524; by blood, saves more 
speedily, 528 ; a most glorious 
baptism, 545. 

COROLLARY : 

1. Assimilative influence; 2, 
assimilating influence, in any 
way = baptism, 476. 

COVERING : 

baptism with and without cover- 
ing, 474. 

COUNCIL OF CARTHAGE : 

water must be baptized itself 
before it can baptize, 541; 
water without the Holy Spirit 
cannot purge or sanctify, that 
is, cannot baptize, 548. 


CREMER, HERMANN: 
Bib. Theol. Lex. 
denotes the act as a fact; 
Barriopa denotes the result of 
the act, 488. / 
CROSS, OINTMENT IN FORM OF: 
poured into the water to express 
grace given to the water and 
co-crucifixion, 568; ‘every 
saint’ nailed to the cross,” 
571. 
CRUCIFIXION, CO-: 
as essential an element in 
Christian baptism as co-bur- 
jal, 567; Christ really cruci- 
fied, buried and raised, others 
in a similitude are co-crucified, 
co-buried, co-raised, 576. 
CYRIL: ; 
explains baptism of the soul by 
the Holy Spirit; like fire 
penetrating iron makes the 
whole fire, .c. assimilates it 
to itself, makes the cold hot 
and the black bright, so the 


Bantionoc 
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Holy Spirit penetrates. the 
soul and assimilates it to 
itself, purifying the impure, 
556-558 ; buried (in a certain 
- way) in the water as he was 
buried in the rock ; this cover- 
ing in water is neither Chris- 
tian baptism nor like it, but 
like burial in a rock which is 
neither Christian baptism nor 
like it, 577. 
DIPPING : 
no Patristic writer ever affirmed 
that dipping into water was 
Christian baptism or was es- 
sential to it, 509; impossible 
to use Barrifo for momentary 
dipping in religious use with- 
out revolutionizing its secular 
use, 581; its use to express 
the momentary covering in 
baptizing denied, 581; dip- 
ping or momentary covering 
forbidden as meaning of 
Bartifo by philology, by laws 
of language, by theology, by 
essential truth, 582, 583; 
Greek and Latin words used 
for water covering and un- 
covering not found in Scrip- 
ture, 584 ; lingo, intingo, lavo, 
induo, not used for dipping 
(612), 603-614. 


DIVERSE BAPTISMS : 
of Moses, of John, of Jesus, of 
blood, of tears, of fire (six), 
mentioned by Gregory Nazi- 
anzen, eight mentioned by 
Athanasius, 507; their special 
diversities, 508, 509; without 
dipping, or pouring or sprink- 
ling, 540 ; anointing the head 
with oil typical baptism ; suf- 
fering is eminently true bap- 
tism ; circumcision is a bap- 
tism; sanctified water, by 


prayer, and is a baptism of 
the water and necessary to its 
power to baptize, 540, 541; 
like a dye after many wash- 
ings, 549. 

DOUBLE USAGE. 

1, excluding Barriga from the 
function of xaradive covering 
in water; 2, including it in 
the function of kafapifo ex- 
pressing spiritual purification, 
603. 

DRUNKEN CONDITION : 

Barrifo used to express, 474, 
ECCLESIASTICAL BAPTISM : 
EQUIVALENTS: 

KaADTTO, Kadbypic, KaTadvotc, Never 
used as the equivalents of 
Barrifo, Bartiopa; to fill, to 
trust, to put on, are so used, 
567; Gift, Grace, Baptism, 
Ointment, Illumination, 
Vesture, Washing, Seal, 575, 
576; words that are used as 
equivalents in secular applica- 
tion, 581 ; not used as equiva- 
lents with Barrifo in religious 
baptisms, 587-592; Kadapifo, 
Adve, are used as equivalents, 
597-601 ; tinguimur, not dip- 
ping, 611; abluo, lavo, tinguo, 
Kabapito, Aobw, are equivalents 
of Barri~a, 597-614 ; no word 
merely expressive of passing 
into or covered with water 
used by Patrists as the equiv- 
alent of Barrilo in religious 
use, 614. 

EVIDENCE: 

that covering and uncovering in 
the water originated after in- 
spiration closed from words ex- 
pressing such action abound- 


ing in Patristic writings but | 
never found in inspired writ- | 


ings, 584. 
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EX NECESSITATE : 

according to necessity; An 
Annotator on Tertullian thor- 
oughly conversant with Pa- 
tristic writings and sentiments 
says on II, 736: ‘‘ Where are 
those whom Menander has 
sprinkled (perfundo)? Or 
those whom he has mersed 
(mergo) into his Styx?” 
Mersion or sprinkling equally 
belong to Christian baptism. 
‘‘Mersion by rule’? (not by 
the meaning of Barrifo and by 
command of God), ‘*Sprink- 
ling by necessity ”’ (the ‘‘rule”? 
not being capable of obser- 
vance, but no departure from 
the meaning of Barri{o or 
from the command of God), 

. 533. 

EX ORDINE: 

“according to rule,” referring 
to the ordinary way in which 
by a rule of the Church, not 
by command of God, nor by 
the meaning of farri{a, 
Christian baptism was usual- 
ly administered, viz., pressing 
down the head into the water 
after the candidate has coy- 
ered the rest of the body; 
sprinkling or pouring was no 
less the ‘‘rule”’ of the Church 
in case of sickness, 533; 545, 

FACILITY FOR MISTAKE AND 
MISREPRESENTATION : 

as to the usage of Barrifw, 585, 
586. 

FIGURE OF BAPTISM: 

Spirit of God communicating 
his own quality to the waters 
when upborne by them in the 
beginning, 550; Tertullian, 
Didymus Alexandr, Jerome, 
Ambrose, 552, 
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FIRE BAPTISM: 


Luke 3:16 ; fire applied to the 
lobe of the ear baptized; if 
the ear was not covered by 
this baptism the whole man 
was hardly covered in fire, 
516; Basil says the ‘‘fire”’ 





was the word of doctrine : | 


Tertullian says the fire of hell; 
others ‘tongues as of fire ”’ 
at Pentecost, 517; Basil, 
Tertullian, Irenzeus cauteriz- 
ing the ear, Origen touching 
the lips with a coal, Ambrose, 
Christ the administrator, the 
Great Baptist, Epiphanius, 
Jerome (‘‘ red-hot iron to the 
right lobe of the ear ”’) ‘‘ fiery 
sword,” these fire baptisms 
boundlessly removed from a 
‘* dipping,’’ 516-523. 


FIRE AND SWORD BAPTISM: 


Sins which could be baptized 
by neither fire alone, nor by 
the sword alone, baptized by 
their conjoint action, 522. 


FORMULA, BAPTISMAL : 


purport of, ideal passing into 
and dwelling in Jesus Christ 
= the true God, 615-620; so, 
Clemens Romanus, Tertul- 
lian, Irenzeus, Clemens Alex., 
Origen, Basil M., Gregory 
Thaum., into the Name, into 
the death, into each Person, 
into Christ, into God, the 
man baptized into God,:has 
entered into God, 615-618. 


GREGORY NAZIANZEN: 


baptism is a new life, an illumin- 
ation, a thorough change of 
spiritual condition, ‘‘ the re- 
modelling of our composi- 


tion’? = anything but a dip | 


into water, 495; on diverse 
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baptisms, of John, of Moses, 

of Jesus, of blood, of tears, of 

fire, 507; image of the 

Emperor in wax does not de- 

pend upon iron or the gold 

nor the power of baptism on 

presbyter or bishop or water, 

but the Holy Spirit, 555 ; the 

Jordan baptized by the 

Saviour touching its waters ; 

John baptized by having his 

head cut off, 575. 

HILARY: 

baptism by sprinkling, 534 ; ‘‘it 

is the Cross by which we suf- 
fer with him, die with him, 
are buried with him, rise with 
him and follow him,” 577; 
‘‘similitudes ’’ to these things 
supposed to exist in baptiz- 
ing, have no scriptural exis- 
tence, 577. 

IDEAL ELEMENT : 

in baptism, 477; in analogous 

Greek and Latin words, 479 ; 
usage of Barrifo, 481, 482; 
ideal baptism, the agency not 
the element expressed, 482 ; 
xatadivew never used with ideal 
element as is Barrifw, reason, 
601, 602; in like manner 
Kabapifo, Aobw, are not used 
with ideal element, why ? 
reason very diverse from the 
other case, 602, 603; tingo is 
used in ideal relations simi- 
larly with Berrifo; shown an 
element which karadive, Kada- 
pifw, 2obw, have not, but which 
Barriso has, 609-614; each 
person of the Trinity, the 
ideal element, 612; the N.T. 
use of Bazrifw to develop the 
quality of the ideal element, 
614-622 ; Annotator, 616 ; pass 
into God, 617, 619. 
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ILLUSTRATIVE: 
of the power of water to bap- 
tize—to change the spiritual 
- condition of the soul; shown 
by power ascribed to water 
sprinkled with salt, and pow- 
er ascribed to ashes of heifer 
sprinkled with blood, to purify 
and sanctify, 560, 561. 
IMPREGNATED WATER: 
water, ‘‘simple’’ is said to be 
‘¢sterile,?? ‘‘empty,’? ‘‘un- 
married,’’ will not procreate 
(= baptize), it must first be 
fecundated by the Holy Spirit 
in order to procreate grace 
(= baptize), 516, 517, 532, 
533, 549; such water is as 
full of divine grace as a murex 
dye is full of purple color, 
and imparts grace to the soul 
as the dye imparts its purple 
to a fleece, 549 ; illustrated by 
special quality and power of 
waters, 550, 586. 
IMBUED : 
by these mysteries, the water of 
baptism was supposed to have 
a divine quality which like a 
dye penetrated the soul and 
gave its quality to it, 578. 
INITIAL ERROR: 
of Patrists that water and the 
Holy Spirit were to be con- 
joined in Christian baptism, 
547; destroys the Scripture 
rite baptism, 547. 


INSPIRED WRITERS: 
never use farrifw to cover an 
object in water or in any 
other physical element ; used 
only in the religious sphere 
( thoroughly changed spirit- 
ual condition), cic indicating 
the ideal element into which 








INDEX. 


the baptized object is rep- 
resented as passing and which 
gives specific character to the 
baptism (= the thoroughly 
changed spiritual condition), 
474; never use words— 
demergo, emergo, to express 
covering and uncovering in 
baptizing;such words abound- 
ingly used by uninspired 
writers ; Barrif~o has no such 
use or meaning, 584-586. 


INNOCENCE : 
put on mnocence (612) ; ‘‘put on 
Christ, ’? 275-293. 


IREN ZUS : 

speaks of some heretics, ‘‘ who 
say to conduct to the water is 
unnecessary, and mixing oil 
and water sprinkle it on the 
head.’? As Ireneus wrote in 
the second century, any dis- 
tinct statement of the manner 
of using the water is of value, 
533; Justin Martyr speaks of 
‘‘conducting to where there 
was water’? for ‘‘regenera- 
ting,’’ but he says nothing of 
the manner of using the 
water, 533. 


JEROME, THE GREEK : 
we know we have been baptized 
not by any outward thing, 
but by inward change wrought 
in the soul by the Holy Spirit, 
495, 496 ; not a water dipping, 
497 ; baptism by sprinkling, 
534, 
JEROME : 
water must first be washed 
(cleansed, receive a spiritual 
power from the Holy Spirit) 
before it can baptize, 492; 
water can be baptized, it can- 
not be dipped, 493; baptism 
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is an assimilation, as earthen 
jar becomes such like in smell 
and taste as the liquor poured 
in it, 494. 


JEWISH WRITERS: 

use Barrifw (like Classic writers) 
to express a covered condition 
without limit of time inclu- 
ding effect, a thoroughly 
changed condition without 
covering, and a thoroughly 
changed ceremonial condition 
in religious rite, however the 
agency might be used, 474. 


JORDAN ; 
baptized (sanctified) by touch of 
Jesus; John baptized (sanc- 
tified) by touching with his 
hand the head of Jesus ; also, 
baptized by martyrdom, 575. 


JUSTIN MARTYR: 

we take them to where there is 
watcr and they are regenera- 
ted as we were, I, 240; some 
think ‘‘ taking to where there 
is water’ indicates a dipping 
into water; but this inter- 
pretation is arrested by the 
statement of Irenzeus (664), 
“‘some of them say, conduct- 
ing to the water is unnecessary, 
and mixing together oil and 
water they sprinkle it on the 
head of the baptized.’’? These 
were heretics, but this does 
not affect the use of lan- 
guage, 533. 


Katinrro, kdaviyuc : 
will any one say that these 
words are used as of the 
same meaning as farrila, 
Gintiowa ? They are used as 
of the same meaning as 
katradbvw, Kkatddvorc, 587, 588 ; 
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such terms make no appear- 
ance in Scripture in connec- 
tion with baptism. They 
show conclusively that a new 
idea has been introduced into 
baptism by Patrists of which 
inspiration knows nothing, 
587-592. 


KabapiCw : 

is used as the equivalent of 
Panrifw ; so are kindred terms, 
Aoba, mundo, lavo (but katadvo, 
Garrow, Mergo, immergo, de- 
mergo, emergo, which are 
not kindred terms, 587, 595), 
597-601. 


LATIN WORDS. 
demergo, emergo, are abundant- 
ly used to represent katadive, 
covering and un- 
covering in the water, but 
are not used to translate or 
express the idea of Barrifa, 
which word is transferred into 
the Latin and not translated 
except rarely when it is rep- 
resented by tingo, tinguo, used 
in a derived sense and not in 
the primary meaning, 585. 


avadtva, 


LATIN AND GREEK TERMS : 
expressing covering in water 
are in Patristic use markedly 
diverse from the use of Barriga, 
594-595. 


LAvVo: 
illoti, lavacrum, tincti, baptis- 
mus, all used interchangeably 
—cleansing—without water 
covering, any more than a 
“ lavacrum of blood’? was a 
covering in blood, 611, 612. 


Aovtpév : 
views of, by Crosby, Buttman, 
Kiihner, Liddell, and Scott, 
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Cremer, and Ellicott; Aotecv 
used in Septuagint ‘‘ for theo- 
retic washings for sins,” 
denotes cleansing, purifica- 
tion, 498-500 ; not limited to 
laver, nor to water in laver, 
but means the washing, the 
spiritual cleansing, 501, 502 ; 
lutric power of bath washing, 
of Jewish washing, of bridal 
washing, of grace washing, 
lutric power of repentance, of 
faith, of regeneration through 
the Holy Ghost by the blood 
of the Lamb of God, 5035 
Aouvtpdv the equivalent of 
Barricua, 503, 504; argument 
from Aovrpdy to prove covering 
in water in baptism fails, 506 ; 
a cleansing by pouring, 535 ; 
not a ‘‘bathing place,” not 
“water for a bath,” not a 
““laver,’’ but.a cleansing (cere- 
monial), 536; wash this 
(Aovrpdv) washing, impossible 
can mean laver or water for 
bath or bathing place, 540; 
so, =a washing, makes sins 
disappear, 542; washing, 
because it is a washing out, 
575, 576, 


Aobo: 


no modal use in, no necessary 
immersion nor covering in 
any way, as none in Bamrifa, 
in religious rites to cleanse the 


whole object not necessary 


to apply the cleansing agency 
to the whole of the object, 
sprinkling has a perfect wash- 
ing (= cleansing) power not 
limited to the spots on which 
the drop may fall, 504-507 ; 
argument fromt 20tw to prove 
water covering in baptism 
fails, 506. 








MARTYRDOM: 
John the Baptist baptized by 
martyrdom, 575. 
MaRritTat (Sanctus Spiritus) : 
Celestique sacras fonte maritat 
aquas used to express the 
union and conjoint action of 
the Holy Spirit and water in 
Christian baptism not to effect 
a dipping but to give bixth to 
the soul, 533. 
MENANDER : 
virtue ascribed to his water in 
baptizing analogous to that 
claimed for ‘‘ our water’? by 
Patrists, 549, 550 ; this water 
of Menander Tertullian thinks 
belongs to ‘‘ magic art,’? and 
no less does his own water, 
549, 550 
MERGO, MERGITO : 
not used as the equivalents of 
Banrtifw, 592-595. 
MERSION (mersio) : 
when practiced in baptizing 
indicated not the meaning of 
Barrifw nor obedience to any 
command of God, but a rep-— 
resentation of ‘“‘death and 
burial,’’ co-death and co-bur- 
ial with Christ, for which Pa- 
trism not the Bible is respon- 
sible, 533 ; three mersions not 
one mersion, 594, 595. 
MISREPRESENTATION : 
of Matthew 3:11; John 3:5. 
MODE: 
no modal limitation in Nobu 5 
none in symbol cleansing by 
water, any more than in 
cleansing by the word, by 
regeneration, or by the blood 
of Christ, 5045 that Chris- 
tian baptism consisted in a 
water dipping no Patristic 
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writer believed ; that sprink- 
ling effected a perfect Chris- 
tian baptism, no Patristic 
writer denied, 509; no more 
modality belongs to water 
baptism than to tears bap- 
tism or blood baptism, 515. 


MOSES, YOUR: 


the Lota Jesus Christ to ae 
(drown) sin in the water of 
baptism as the Egyptians 
perished in the sea, 570. 


_ NAKED BAPTISM 


male and female so baptized 
through centuries, 545; An- 
notator on Tertullian says, he 
alludes to the rite of baptism 
in which men were baptized 
naked (nudi), 562; reference 
to naked  baptism—‘‘not 
much or not at all cleaner,”’ 
563. 


NEw TESTAMENT USAGE: 


of Barri~w is to develop the 
characteristic quality of the 
ideal element over the bap- 
tized object, assimilating it 
to that quality, as an object 
dyed is assimilated to the 
characteristic quality of the 
dye, 614; never has water or 
any other physical fluid as its 
complementary element, 614. 


NOVATIAN : 


baptized by pouring when sick ; 
attempt to discredit this bap- 
tism, 529, 530. 


OINTMENT, FORM OF CROSS: 


poured into the water—cross 
the instrument of Christ’s 
death, water the symbol of 


death, covering in water a - 


symbol of baptism ‘‘into his 
death?’—of which symbol SS. 
know nothing, 568. 








ORIGEN : 
every saint is nailed to the 
Cross with Christ and is 
buried with him and raised 
with him, the one just as 
truly and in the same sense 
as the other; crucifixion and 
death was intended to be 
embodied in the rite as much 
as burial and resurrection ; 
the word Barriga was as much 
intended to express the act 
of nailing to the Cross as the 
act of covering in water, 571. 


ORIGIN OF INQUIRY: 
personal instruction, 623. 


‘‘OuR WATER ;”’ 

that used by Patrists had (as 
claimed) a special quality of 
grace which communicated 
grace as a purple dye com- 
municates a purple color, and 
which no other water could 
do, any more than a liquid 
without color could make a 
purple color. This grace com- 
municated to the soul was 
Patristic baptism, and no 
other water could baptize,any 
more than uncolored water 
could dye purple, 549; ‘‘our 
water’? washes from sin and 
gives eternal life, 562. 


OviID: 
the use of tingo neither with the 
meaning ‘‘to dip’? nor ‘‘to 
dye,’? but in the sense of 
changing condition in relation 
to some characteristic other 
than color and without the 
act of dipping. It is in this 
sense that Tertullian uses 
tinguo when he uses it to 
translate Barrifo, 533 ; uses it 
in religious rites of heathen- 
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ism in the sense to cleanse, to 
imbue with purifying quali- 
ties of ‘‘fire and sprinkled 
water,’’ 605 ; this purification 
by sprinkled water, 606 ; tingo 
used to change condition of 
water by new quality im- 
parted to it without any pos- 
sibility of dipping, 607; an- 
alogy of baptisms with the 
tincted water of the fountain, 
607; Tertullian used tingo 
with an eye to modify its 
secondary meaning, not to 
express its primary: failed 
to make it accepted to express 
Barriga, 608, 609. 
PATRISTIC BAPTISM : 
not accordant with Inspired, 
Christian, baptism, 475, 485 ; 
effected by joint action of 
water and Holy Spirit, 485 
source of Patristic error, 485 
-487 ; not physical nor sym- 
bol, but spiritual, 563. 
PATRISTIC USAGE OF Barrtivo: 
475-487 ; contrasted with Scrip- 
ture usage, 584. 
PATRISTIC WRITERS . 
exhibit the usage of Barrifw in 
all the varied forms presented 
by Classic, Jewish, and In- 
spired writers, 475; differ 
from inspired writers in 
various conceptions of Chris- 
tian Baptism, 475; always 
represent Christian baptism 
as a spiritual and not as a 
physical baptism, 4853; be- 
lieved that sprinkling and 
pouring did baptize, 535. 
PETILIAN : 
says Christ has ceased to bap- 


tize ; Augustine denies this, 
563. 
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| PHILOLOGY : 


with theology forbids the mean- 
ing ‘‘to dip”? or to cover for 
a moment, 582. 


PHYSICAL USE, NONE: 
proof ended, 614-620. 
POWER OF BAPTISM : 
has the power of the Holy 
Spirit, which works in the 
water so that they’ who 
deserve hell being baptized 
mount to heaven, Augustine, 
555 ; has power by one wash-" 
ing to take away the seven 
capital sins, Tertullian, 555- 
565 ; has the power of sancti- 
fication, 554, 
PORPHYRY : 
marriage purification, 501. 


Tpatov pevdoc : 
incorporating water with the 
distinctive baptizing of Christ, 
518. 


PURIFICATION, VARIETIES OF: 
of baths, of bridal, of Jewish, 
of grace (spiritual), 583. 


POURING BAPTISM ; 

Origen, Basil, Gregory, Am- 
brose, 535-539 ; pouring and 
sprinkling, 538. 

PROOF ENDED : 

showing that the Patristic 

Banritw has no physical use, 
PURIFIED (kafapov) WATER : 


PURIFY, TO: 

Partito secures this meaning 
beyond all rational contro- 
versy, 595-597 3 xabapilw, Aobw, 
equivalents, 597-601. 

PUT ON: 

“if we cease to sin by the 
waters we put on (induimus) 
innocence,’? 612; illustrates 


INDEX. 


baptized into Christ =‘put on 
Christ, 285-290. 
QUALITY, THAT WATER MAY BE 
ABLE TO BAPTIZE 
a new and divine quality neces- 
sary for water without which 
it cannot baptize (proof that 
baptizing is not dipping), 550, 
552, 554; Augustine, 555. 
QUARTERLY, CHRISTIAN (C. 
Boe 
baptism, burial of old man, 
rising up of new man, 20; 
Baptist Quarterly on Acts 
2:38, 146-148; criticism on, 
149-153, 211. 
QUOTATIONS : 
showing the diversity of func- 
tion and meaning of Barrifu as 
compared with xara Baive, ava 
Baivo, Barro, Kadtrtos none 
of these words appear in 


Scripture to denote water | 


covering in baptizing, nor 
was there any water covering 
known to Scripture, 587-592. 
REBUKE: 
by Augustine to some heretics 
of his day for claiming bap- 
tism and the Lord’s table as 
theirs, 580. 
REPENTANCE: 
washes (= cleanses) the heart, 
611; this heart washing by 
repentance is the equivalent 
of the ‘‘baptism of repent- 
ance,’’ and of ‘‘I baptize into 
repentance’? = that spiritual 
change of condition which 
repentance begets, 328-331. 
RENUNCIATION OF SATAN: 
by the candidate in baptism 
with declared subjection to 
Christ—to the Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghost, proves the 
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baptism to be ‘‘into Christ,’ 
—“‘into the name of the 
Father,Son, and HolyGhost,”’ 
and that such baptism was 


- understood to mean breaking 


away from subjection to 
Satan and entering into sub- 
jection to the living and true 
God, 615. 
RESULTS OF THE INQUIRY : 
general, 624 ; special, 625 ; final, 
629 
SATAN, SUBJECTION TO: 
renounced in baptism ; the sin- 
ner lives in subjection to and 
in the spirit of Satan ; a bap- 
tized condition=a thoroughly 
changed spiritual condition, 
changes this subjection and 
establishes subjection to the 
true God ; this is the purport 
of the formula ‘‘ baptized into 
the Name,’’ and therefore the 
candidate renounced subjec- 
tion to Satan and avowed 
subjection to the Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghost, 615. 
SCRIPTURE PASSAGES ILLUSTRA- 
TED: 
Matt. 3:11; John3 :5,471; Rom. 
6:3, 475; Luke 24:49, 486 ; 
I Cor. 12:13, 487; Ephes. 
5:26, 499; Heb. 10: 22, Rev. 
1:5, Ephes. 5:26, Tit. 3:5, 
500; Ephes. 5:26, Titus 3:5, 
Rey. 1:5, Heb. 10:22, 504; 
John 3:5, Ephes. 5:26, Rom. 
10:22, 505; Rev. 1:5, 506; 
Luke 12:50, 510; Luke 3:16, 
516; John 4:2, Acts 1:5, 
Acts2:4, 10:44, [Cor. 12:13, 
518; Matt. 10:34, Luke 12 : 49, 
522; Ezek. 36:25, 26, Numb. 
8:5, 7, Numb. 19: 8-13, 525; 
I Cor. 12:13, John 4:2, 3:5, 
548. 
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SEPULCHRE, NEW: 

all baptized by the Holy Spirit 
into Christ’s death are co- 
crucified with him, are co- 
buried with him in his new 
sepulchre; dipping into water 
does not bury in the new rock 
sepulchre ; ‘“‘ death to sin,” 
‘born from above”? does bury 
with Christ, 571, 574. 


“SIMPLE”? WATER: 

cannot baptize, this is universal 
Patristic doctrine, 513; by 
‘‘simple? water is meant 
ordinary water, water for the 
bath, water not impregnated 
with a special divine power, 
517, 492, 546; Patristic the- 
ology knows no ‘‘simple”? 
water in its baptism, no 
amount of dipping or immer- 
sing in ‘‘ simple’? water would 
effect Patristic baptism, 546, 
547 ; baptism, the washing of 
sin, not by ‘‘simple” water, 
but by spiritual grace, 554, 


SPRINKLING BAPTISMS : 

Tertullian says the heathen 
think their idols can make 
baptism (by sprinkling, or 
otherwise) as efficacious as 
the true God; they cannot, 
because the water they use is 
‘‘unmarried,’’ unimpreenated 
with divine grace, not for 
lack of dipping, 532; sprink- 
ling or pouring indicated the 
washing (lavationem) from 
sins, 5333; Ambrose speaks of 
baptisms by sprinkling, 534; 
Augustine, 534, 535; sprink- 
ling and pouring, 538 ; sprink- 
ling has power to wash, 
cleanse, purify, sanctify, bap- 
tize, 561. 











INDEX. 


STYGIAN POOLS: 

power of waters, illustrative of 
the peculiar power attributed 
to the waters of the baptis- 
mal pool, 550. 

SYMBOL TEACHING. 

‘“body covered in earth a like- 
ness to death and burial,’’ 
but not to Christian baptism, 

OOUs 

TEARS’ BAPTISM : 

tears baptize equally with the 

baptism of water—Peter and 
the harlot baptized by tears, 
Athanasius; robber baptized 
a second time by tears, 
Clemens Alex., tears (as is 
the water) the agency, 514- 
516. 

TERTULLIAN : 

views of baptism, not physical 
covering, but a change of ° 
character, condition, baptism 
of the waters, 492 ; uses tinguo 
frequently to translate Barrita, 
but not in the sense to dip, 
but in its secondary sense, to 
change condition (as to color 
or other characteristic), 516 ; 
water cannot baptize without 
the Spirit nor the Spirit with- 
out the water, 548; water 
baptized, in the beginning, 
by the Holy Spirit, 550; 
cleanses the seven capital 
sins, 555; reference to naked 
baptism, 562; not much 
cleaner, 563; tingo not used 
in baptism in the meaning to 
dip, 569; relation to Barro to 
dye, 569; ideal use, passes 
from feebleness to power, 570; 
use of tingo as the equivalent 
of Barri~o (changing condi- 
tion by new quality), 603- 
613 ; abandoned, 614. 
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THEORY, VIEW OF BAPTISM BY: kabapifo, Aobw, mergo, demergo, 
water covering, a dipping, Lord are not so related, and have 


Jesus has ceased to baptize, 
564; Augustine denies both, 
563, 564 ; fruits of this theory, 
565. 


THREE BAPTISMS = ONE BAP- 


TISM * : 
may be rational that baptism 
into the several persons of 
the Trinity constitute one 
baptism into the common 
Name of the Trinity; but 
not rational that three mer- 
sions in water constitute one 
mersion in water ! 593, 594. 


TINGUO, TINGO: 


used by Tertullian frequently to 
translate Garrifo, but not with 
the meaning to dip; but ex- 
tending the secondary mean- 
ing (to change condition as to 
color) so as to change condi- 
tion by some other character- 
istic than that of color, 516 ; 
this usage noticeable, 569; 
“to dip”? is one meaning of 
tingo but not sole meaning, 
nor in this sense does it ever 
represent farritw; means to 
dye, to imbue, and in this 
latter meaning most nearly 
represents the Greek word as 
_ used, limitedly, by Patrists, 
604 ; Patristic baptizing water 


has a quality which no other | 
water has and which operates ) 





assimilatingly upon the bap- | 


tized as a dye does upon a 
fleece, assimilating the wool 
to its special color, 604-609 ; 
tingo used in ideal relations 
like Barrifo and for the same 
reason, both are related toa 
coloring element; karadive, 


no such usage ; conclusive as 
to the essentially distinctive 

- character of these words, 
609-614; Tertullian knew 
Greek, he never could have 
fallen into the error tingo (as 
dip) expounded fanritw, an 
error from which the theory 
is slowly and sadly emerging, 
609, 610 ; equivalence between 
tingo and Barto, 6133 better 
fitness of tingo above mergo, 
katadbve, etc., 614, 


TRANSFER OF Banrtivw: 
most languages have found 
_ difficulty in translating Bar- 
tif» and have preferred to 
transfer it from the Greek, 
613; the Baptist Bible has 
preferred to adopt a Latin 
word (immerse) which the 
Latins themselves rejected, 
and are involved in its em- 
barrassments and errors, 613, 
614. 


TRI-DIPPING : 
something more than com- 
manded by the Lord (Tertul- 
lian), 568; one dipping 
into water is just as little 
commanded by the Lord as 

three, 569. 


Abo aie 
baptism of regeneration (name- 
ly, thorough change in the 
spiritual condition of the soul 
in removing sin and implant- 
ing a new life), is a ‘“‘type” 
of Christ’s death ‘through 
the Cross for all,” that is, 
makes sharers in his eruci- 
fixion, his death, his burial, 
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toate kat Wvevuate : 


“by water and ‘the Spirit 5” 


his resurrection, and recipi- 
ents of all spiritual blessings 


secured by crucifixion, death, 
burial, _ and resurrection. 
Patrists believed these bless- 
ings efficiently conveyed 
through water imbued with 
divine power ; they believed 
covering in water gave a re- 
semblance to burial in the 
rock, and they so say very 
abundantly, but they did not 
believe that this covering in 
water was Christian baptism, 
the baptism of Christ, ‘‘the 
baptism of regeneration,” 
nor was necessary to it any 
more than a resemblance to 
crucifixion was Christian bap- 
tism, although they dropped 
oil into the water in the shape 
of a Cross. It is an utter 
error and perversion of Pa- 
tristic sentiment to convert 
into Christian baptism the 
resemblance they trace be- 
tween water covering and the 
rock burial. And this water 
covering and resemblance to 
burial is as unknown to the 
SS. as is the traced resem- 
blance between the darkness 
under the water and the 
darkness of the night during 
the rock burial, 567-580 ; 
type or symbol burial with 
Christ by dipping for a mo- 
ment the body into water is 
a very different thing (567 
Clemens I), from the burial 
of sin, the old Adam, in the 
water, never to come out (575, 
576, Greg. Naz.) ; type burial 
resurrection coverings not 
Christian baptism, 592. 





Patristic baptism was a thor- 
ough change in the spiritual 
condition of the soul effected 
by the Holy Spirit operating 
through the water as a 
vehicle. The church rule for 
using the water was by cover- 
ing the naked body innit ; but 
the covering (instead of con- 
stituting the baptism), had, 
as a covering, nothing to do 
with the baptism, but was 
observed for a wholly differ- 
ent purpose, namely, for the 
covering of the body of 
Christ 1n the sepulchre. Pa- 
tristic writings know abso- 
lutely nothing of a dipping— 
into and out of water—as 
constituting Christian bap- 
tism and a command from 
Godexpressed by Barrifo. The 
water covering is for a wholly 
different purpose and rests on 
an entirely different basis. 
The notion that Patristic 
baptism consisted in a dip- 
ping into simple watcr cannot 
be introduced into their the- 
ology without dislocating 
every tier of their system from 
top stone to foundation stone, 
544-565 ; the use of water by 
sprinkling or pouring in 
Christian baptizing was an 
‘falmost daily’? (Ambrose) 
fact, and by such sprinklings 
and pourings, all, through 
a thousand years, declared 
Christian baptism was effect- 
ed; that this united voice 
declared a ‘‘ dipping’? was 
effected by a sprinkling or a 
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pouring, men mad on a theory 
may believe, but others will 
decline while sanity bears 
rule, 544; water cannot bap- 
. tize without the Spirit nor 
the Spirit without the water, 
548. 


VENEMA: 


water of baptism denotes 
punishing justice of God ; this 
is the baptism, Matt. 20; 22, 
30. 


‘CW ASH PERFECTLY :”? 


the divine word washes, con- 
fession washes, right thinking 
washes, just working washes, 
good conversation washes ; so 
washed the soul imbibes 
spiritual grace from the im- 
pregnated water as a fleece of 
wool imbibes a purple color 
from a murex dye, 549; wash- 
ing (‘‘ by blood’) not used for 
covering in, 611; repentance 
washes the heart, 611. 


WATER: 


not used by Patrists as a sym- 
bol but as co-active and co- 
efficient through and with the 
Holy Spirit, 475, 486; this 
error fons et origo malorum, 
487 ; baptism of the waters to 
give new quality fitting them 
to baptize, to give new qual- 
ity, not to enable them to 
cover, 492; water can be bap- 
tized ; before it is baptized 
itself it cannot baptize any 
one, 492, 493 ; water efficient 
element in spiritual Aourpov, 
cleansing, baptism, 503; 
water in John 3:5, Eph. 5: 
26, Rom. 10:22, no direct 
reference to water used in 
baptism, 505; ‘simple’? 
water scornfully repudiated 
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as without power to baptize, 
513; John’s baptism was by 
‘¢simple’’? water, Christ’s was 
not, 516, 517 ; universal senti- 
ment that water eflects no 
baptism within the range of 
iis natural qualities ; dipping 
of the head into water re- 
garded by no one as Christian 
baptism, 523; unmarried 
waters, not joined with divine 
grace and the power of the 
Holy Spirit, cannot baptize, 
533; water itself baptized, 
541; like a dye, 549; special 
quality and power given to 
waters, 549, 550, 556; a great 
power and agency (Tertul- 
lian), 559; power conferred 
upon water to purify and 
sanctify through salt sprin- 
kled on, and prayer (Pope 
Alexander), 560; “our 
water”? produces life, 562, 
563; water used in baptism 
because as water cleanses the 
body from filth, so baptism 
cleanses the soul from sin 
(Ambrose), 574; that water 
cleanses the body and the 
soul, all water does not ; take 
away the Word and the water 
is but water ; the Word clean- 
ses through the water because 
he walked upon the waters, 
578; water of bath will not 
wash away sins, 598; water 
covering not the Christian 
Bantioua, but symbol of a 
very different thing, 621 


WORDS ANALOGOUS TO Banrtifa : 
with like syntax, 477-479 ; also, 


used ideally, 479-481; like 
usage of Barrifu, 481, 482, 


ZONARAS: 
definition of Aourpa, 501. 
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“ EXHAUSTIVE” — ORIGINAL’’—“‘ UNANS WERABLE.”’ 


‘‘TT RANKS WITH EDWARDS ON THE WILL,”’ ote : . Episcopalian. 

‘* Tp IS REALLY AN EXTRAORDINARY BOOK,”’ = ° 0 . W. Christian Advocate. 
‘‘Logic or CHILLINGWORTH; WIT OF Pascat,”’ ° ° . N.Y. Evangelist. 

‘‘T? COMES IN LIKE BLUCHER AT WATERLOO,”’. : z - Congregational Review. 
‘‘THE ABLEST TREATISE ON THE SUBJECT IN THE ENGLISH LANGuAGE,” Central Preshyt’n 
‘Iris A Marve.,’”? Dr. H. A. B. -‘‘Tr ig A MASTER-PIECE,’? Dr. T. J. W. 


CONGREGATIONAL REVIEW. 


“A work of great research, scholarly fidelity, and immense labor. Mr. Dale’s treatment of Baptist 
authorities is comprehensive, liberal, critical, and dissecting, occupying about one hundred pages. About 
sixty pages are given to the import of Gazrw. These pages are a beautiful specimen of scholarly, contro- 
versial, and kind writing, sprinkled, and even at times immersed, in the good humor of the author’s nature 
and style. Mr. Dale devotes the rest of his noble volume, one hundred and fifty pages, to the meaning of 
Barrifw. This book comes in as Blucher at Waterloo, and the bellum philologicum ought to cease.” 


PRESBYTERIAN BANNER. 

“To the minister and the man of letters it is a great armory from which weapons of defence may be 
drawn. Its perusal and study will prove to be a delightful and invigorating mental discipline. When this 
series shall have been completed, it will at once take the place of the noted writings hitherto produced by 
this controversy.” 

Tue PressytTeRian, Montreal, Canada. 

“¢Qlassic Baptism ’ dispels the illusion that the strength of the philological argument is on the side of our 
opponents. More perhaps than any other writer. Mr. Dale has settled the vexed question as to the meaning 
of Barrifw.”? 

Curistian Advocate, Hamilton, Canada. 

“We are fully convinced that the author has forever settled the question of modal baptism by proving, to 
@ demonstration, that Barrifw does not express a definite act of any kind, much less that of dipping, but 
that, in its primary use, it expresses condition without limitations.” 


PRoTEesTANT CHURCHMAN. 


“Tt is thoroughly exhaustive, and exhibits a complete mastery of the subject. Ifthe other volumes equal 
this in force and in learning, and we can scarcely doubt that they will, the author must, we think, be ac- 
counted master of the position.” 


Tur EPISCOPALIAN. 


Yn the prosecution of the undertaking nothing is left unnoticed, nothing is left unsaid which it is de 
sirable to view or to produce. The book may be fairly ranked with Edwards on ‘The Will,’ Gaussen on 
‘Inspiration,’ and Goode on ‘Orders.’ Replies to all will be equally difficult, and in every case just as un- 
satisfactory.” 

WESTERN CHRISTIAN ADVOCATE. 


s¢ As a philological treatise on this subject, there is nothing we know of in our language to compare with 
it. The most industrious and independent scholarship has been brought to bear upon the subject, and an 
invaluable addition has thus been made to theological literature. It is really an extraordinary book.” 


WESTERN PRESBYTERIAN. 


“This is not simply a new book; it is a new work, and one of extraordinary ability and originality— 
originality in the whole conception and investigation. His masterly approaches have crumbled the Baptist 
stronghold inruins. Proof is carried to the point of actual demonstration. The marked features of thig 
work are thoroughness, candor, firmness, freedom from asperity (a Christian spirit and genial humor flow- 
ing through every part of it), and a singular ability and acuteness in the study of words. Procure this book.” 


THE PRESBYTER. 


“This is one of the most remarkable books which has ever appeared in opposition to those who hold that 
Garrifw always means to immerse or its equivalent. It isan original and exhaustive work.” 


Tue EVANGELIST. 


“The author does not follow the furrows of others; he holds and handles a subsoil plough of his own, 
The manner in which Baptist advocates are shown to be at variance with each other is admirable. It is in 
tracing the shifting of the terms used to translate GurriSw that the author makes perfect havoc of Baptist 
scholars!ip. His style of doing this is sometimes positively entertaining. Our Baptist brethren are placed 
by this volume in a sad dilemma. The treatise combines the thorough and sifting argumentation of Chil- 
lingworth with much of the wit of Pascal.” , 


Free CaristiAN COMMONWEALTH. 


“Remarkable skill in philology, dry and imperturbably quiet humor carries the reader along unconscious 
of weariness. We have seldom met with a more manly, keen, vigorous, and every way effective specimen of 
dialectics. Mumor exudes from his dialectic falchion as fragrance from the Damascus blade, by reason of 
the intensity of its tempering and polish. Certainly no writer ever impressed us more with his peculiar 
geniusas a philologist, especially his keen powers of discrimination of the various shades of thought ag ex- 
pressed by symbol words.” 


Hudgment of Scholars 


{N MORE THAN TWENTY THEOLOGICAL SEMINARIES, UNIVERSITIES, AND COLLEGES 


EPISCOPAL AND UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANTA. 


«Classic Baptism’? embodies an immense amount of research and learning. The 
opinions of Professors Goodwin and Hare establish its merits. 
Rr. Rev. BisHor-Luz, Delaware. 


The pages which I have read assure me that the subject is one wholly within the 
grasp of a sound scholar and a deep and close thinker, who will treat it with all the 
learning and argument which the importance of the question demands. 

Rr. Rey. BisHop STEVENS, Eenpey eae 


I have read your work on ‘Classic Baptism,’’ with a satisfaction amounting 
almost to admiration. If it has any fault, it is that the discussion is too thorough 
and radical to be generally appreciated. But it is » work for scholars; and, in 
fact, just such a discussion is what was needed. It has long been my conviction 
that the Baptist controversy is practically narrowed down to this one point: their 
allegation, that the Greek 2zrcigém means absolutely and always, ex vi termini, ‘to 
dip” or “‘toimmerse,”’ and nothing else. If this position is turned, the Baptist cause 
‘s irrecoverably lost. 

Your book will reflect credit, not only on your Alma Mater, but on the scholarship 
of the country. I am many degrees prouder of the University of Pennsylvania than 
1 was before reading it. : DaniEL R. Goopwin, D.D., 
Provost of the University of Penn’a and Prof. of Theol. Divinity School. 


I am much impressed by the research which the pages of your book exhibit, 
and trust that its success will be equal to its scholarship. 
G. Emurn Hartz, D.D., Divinity School, West Philadelphis. 


Any tenant of the Greek chair must feel complimented to have his critical judg- 
ment asked upon an inquiry so elaborate as yours. . . . I can fairly dono more 
than express my sincere admiration of the exhaustive character of your examination 
of passages from the entire range of classical literature, and of the singular acuteness 
with which you have scrutinized the phenomena of language thus presented. 6 
Your treatise, when published, will be sure to attract the attention of classical schol- 
ars as well as of theologians. 

GroRGE ALLEN, Professor of Greek, University of Pennsylvania. 


METHODIST. 


I regard the work as a very valuable acquisition to theological literature. 
JosrrH Cummines, D.D., LL.D., President, &., Wesleyan University. 


{ tave read ‘(Classic Baptism’’ with great interest and profit. It is altogether 
the most thorough and exhaustive discussion ot the topic that I have ever met with 
and I doubt if its equal can anywhere be found. The author settles beyond perad- 
venture, the question as to the meaning of @érrw and Barritw in classic usage. The 
treatise is full of argument and illustration compactly and systematically arranged, 
forming for the preacher and the theological student the most perfect handbook on 
this topic extant. It gives me great pleasure to commend the work with unqualified 
approbation. 


F. H. Newnatt, D.D., Wesleyan University. 


I heartily indorse Dr. Newhall’s estimate of ‘ Classic Baptism.”? 
C. 8. Harrineton, Wesleyan University. 


I have but glanced at ‘Classic Baptism.’’ I anticipate the pleasure of reading it 
more thoroughly. Allow me to congratulate you on the very encouraging and com« 
plimentary notices which your labors have won from so many distinguished sources. 

DP; erie D.D., Garrett Biblical Institute. 


Yhe treatment of the subject is beautifully exhaustive. Conceding all that you do 
for the primary sense of the words under discussion, your conclusions yet seem to me 
irrefragable. ‘ 

The work is a valuable contribution to philological literature, and cannot fail to 
pore a weighty bearing in the application of the argument to the mode of Christian 

aptism. 

1 shall look with much interest for the succeeding volumes that are promised. 

H. M. Jounson, D.D., LL.D., President of Dickinson College. 


LUTHERAN, 


My delay in replying to your favor, is to be accounted for only by the absorbing 
interest of the work you did me the honor of placing in my hands. I have endeav- 
ored, as you requested, ‘to look over it,’ but have found that next to impossible. 
My attention has been fixed by every part of it, so that I have had to go into the reg- 
ular study of it. Its rareoriginality of plan, the extensive reading indicated, the ac- 
curacy of discrimination everywhere met with, the honest impartiality observed, 
and the quiet, pleasant humor that every now and then looks out, altogether combine 
to mark it as a work of unusual attractiveness, and destined, I doubt not, to exert a 
commanding influence upon the general subject of this famous controversy. The 
conclusion so aptly stated in page 354, is clearly made out, and, as I consider, nothing 
but the spirit of determined adherence to mere traditionary usages could manage to 
stand out against it. 

C. W. Scuarrrer, D.D., Lutheran Theological Seminary. 


I am thankful that you wrote ‘Classic Baptism.”” Page after page exhibits the wea- 
pons I knew were needed, but which I did not know were forged. One-half on our 
side are not aware of the grand array which this book shows we can make on classic 
grounds. I mean to read it again, as Dr. Schaeffer says he did. 

W. Jesse Kyisety, Ohio. 


DUTOH REFORMED. 


I have examined your ‘Classic Baptism” carefully, and with absorbing interest. 
I thank you for the privilege. I believe that you have done more to settle the 
vexed question, anent the meaning of @arrifw, than any writer who has preceded you. 
The discussion interests and satisfies. I have given your book a warm recommen- 
dation to the middle and senior classes in the Seminary. I am glad to see the pros- 
pectus of the Judaic and Johannic Baptisms. 

God bless you and spare you to write many more good books. 

J. F. Bera, D.D., Professor of Theology, &c. 


CONGREGATIONAL. 


Tf I were to utter my first impressions, I should break out in unfeignéd admiration: 
That one, occupied with the ordinary duties of the pastorate, should have the leisure, 
patience, aud mental energy for an inquiry seldom surpassed as respects thorough 
research, is to mea marvel. I can give emphatic testimony to the analytic power 
and acuteness which the treatise exhibits, as well as to its marked perspicuity and 
directness of statement. Ari iblet ; 

The theory that Garritw expresses a definite act,—‘‘mode and nothing but mode,”— 

is shown to be pitiably helpless when applied to ‘‘all Greek literature,” .... 

7 J. Henry TuHayer, Andover Theological Seminary. 


I admire the energy, perseverance, and unwearied diligence which the author has 
put forth in his work. There is no other way of dealing with such a subject satis- 
factorily ; but how few there are capable of taking it up in this way! Let us have 
fact instead of declamation ; and fact is what Mr. Dale has given us. Out of this 
forest of philological learning I should hope there might be, in due time, a little. 
grove selected for the security and comfort of the unlettered Christian. ; 

C. E. Stowz D.D., late of Lane and Andover Theol. Seminaries. 
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I have looked over the work carefully, and find no imperfections to be corrected. 
You have made a very decided advance in the literature of the subject. I am much 
interested in the numerous*quotations which you make from classical writers. 1 
have never scen this thing done so thoroughly and so well. Your book ought to de 
much toward settling the disputed question as to the mode of ‘‘ Baptism.” 

Enocu Ponp, D.D., Bangor Theological Seminary. 


Perhaps it is too much to expect that your work will finally settle the controver- 
sies of centuries upon the word under discussion, but it is safe to say, that what you 
have written will not be easily answered. I think you may well be congratulated 
on finding time and opportunity, while engaged in the practical duties of the min- 
istry, to produce a work like this,—evincing so much learned research, so valuable 
to the Biblical student and so creditable to American scholarship. 

Lronarp Woops, D.D., (Late) President of Bowdoin College. 


I want to thank you for eminent service rendered to the Church of Christ by your 
“Classic Baptism.” No treatise has so pleased me. No one has so laboriously and 
carefully covered the old Greek authors. Having run over about two hundred vol- 
umes on the subjects and mode of baptism in Harvard College Library, you can see 
how I should enjoy your treatise. I shall wait, with deep interest, Judaic and Jo- 
hannic Baptism. 

W. Barrows, D.D., Reading, Mass. 


PRESBYTERIAN (N. 8.) 


I congratulate you on your able and convincing treatise on ‘‘ Classic Baptism.”’ It is 
thorough and original—the last a merit hardly to have been expected in a new work 
on so old a controversy. I shall recommend it to our students. I trust you will gc 
on with your labors. 

Your last proposition (p. 354), expresses the result of classic usage,—which is all] 
you aim at in this volume. roma 
Henry B. Smira, D.D., Union Theological Seminary. 


I thank you very heartily for ‘*Classic Baptism;’’ a rare philological achieve- 
ment, which ought to prove a quietus to sectarian strife, about the necessity of im- 
mersion. I do not see that you have left anything to be said to clear the meaning 
of Barrivw, or how you can be answered; and success here is the conclusion of the 
matter. I marvel, with Professor Thayer, at the labor and ability with which you 
have prosecuted your masterly discussion. 

Tomas H. Sxryner, D.D., Union Theological Seminary. 


You have certainly shown that Ga7vigw does not, like Gira, mean dip. 
Rosweit D. Hircucock, D.D., Union Theological Seminary. 


In my humble judgment it is exhaustive, convincing, and irrefutable. I do not 
see how any intelligent reader could fail to get the solution there of any doubt as to 
the mode of baptism, or how any minister could fail to get the arguments needed to 
refute the ritualism of our Baptist brethren. I deem it of the highest value to the 
whole Church. It is worthy of all the commendation it has received. I do not see 
“anything which strikes me as error, or imperfection, or which might be better put.”” 
I hope you will go on to complete the Judaic and Johannic Baptisms. 

Wm. E. Moors, Pastor, Westchester, Pa. 


You have done an excellent work for the Church in dissolving the fancied claims of 
{mmersionists to the support of the Classics. This has been long needed. You have 
done the work thoroughly. Your acute analysis has brought out conclusions very 
nearly like my own, written years ago and never yet read by any one. 

W. Rurus Powers, Lysander, N. Y. 


I (and my assoctates, Professors Ballantine, Smith, and Evans) have read your 
work with deep interest, I had supposed the classical word @arritw leaned strongly 
toward the Baptist view of the subject, but I cannot see how your position can possi- 

be answered 
D. se ALLEN, D.D., Lane Theol. Sem., Ohio, 


PRESBYTERIAN (0. 8.) 


I fully concur in the favorable judgment of your work on Baptism which has been 
expressed by Dr. Green. 
CHARLES Honan, D.D., Princeton Theological Seminary. 


Your book is one of great research and discrimination, and, contrary to ordinary 
expectations of etymological controversy, animated and entertaining. It certainly 
disposes of the Baptist argument, in as far as that relies upon an unvarying mean 
ing of the words in question. The reasoning, also, is of such a nature that the un. 
learned reader may. follow it with understanding and pleasure. : 

Irrespective of the theological question at stake, such a work is of great value in 
view of lexicography. It is not often that we meet with such a caretul exposition of 
aword. I shall look with interest for your final conclusion. 

Jamers C. Morrar, D.D., Princeton Theological Seminary. 


I regard your work as of great value on account of its complete collection of pas- 
sages in which the contested words occur, and the searching examination to which 
Baptist assertions in respect to them have been subjected. I know of nothing to take 
its place in that portion of the controversy to which it belongs. The industry and 
patient research displayed in it are above all praise. 

W. Henry Green, D.D., Princeton Theological Seminary. 


i examined very carefully your manuscript on Baptism. I was much interested 
in the discussion. The work evinces much industry and research. To me your po- 
sitions seem to be well chosen and strongly fortified. I believe that the publication 
of your work will be a valuable acquisition to theological literature. . . . 

In my humble judgment, the issue reached is correct. 

S. J. Witson, D.D., Western Theological Seminary. 


More and more of late ‘our Baptist brethren have appealed to Philology. I have 
wondered at this. There is no weaker point in the argument for their practice, as 
Scapula’s Lexicon would enable any one to see, as Dr. Rice in his debate with the 
Rey. Alexander Campbell sufficiently showed, and as Mr. Dale here proves beyond 
all reasonable doubt in my mind. The work is very timely, as Dr. Conant’s recent 
work evinces. 

Wm. 8S. PLumMeErR, D.D., Columbia Theological Seminary. 


T can truly say, that for thorough investigation, clear and logical discussion and 
scholarly and discriminating exegesis, few works have ever afforded me as much un- 
mingled satisfaction. Mr. Dale has succeeded most decidedly in overturning one of 
the strongholds of Immersionists; and while the course of reasoning and investiga- 
tion is thorough and conclusive, the style, in courtesy and quiet humor, presents a 
most incomparable specimen of polemical discussion. The book ought to have a wide 
circulation among all who love truth rightly presented. I shall await with great 
interest the other works promised on Judaic and Johannic Baptism. 

B. M. Smiru, D.D., Union Theological Seminary, Virginia. 


So far as relates to all the leading terms of the inquiry, you might with better rea- 
son even than Ammonius name your tractate, Mepi bpotwrcai diapipow AEZewv; for I know of 
nothing in any language which can compare with it in what Professor Williams has 
so felicitously characterized as “the refined and subtle metaphysics frequently em- 
ployed in tracing the derivation and transition of signification of words, and in ap- 

lying the results to the words employed in the Baptistie controversy.’”’ I regard 
all branches of the Church of Christ as laid under obligations to you. 
Rogert W. Lanois, D.D., Danville Theological Seminary. 


I send with this my best judgment of your great work. . . . . You have left 
nothing to be desired as to ‘Classic Baptism.’’ So wide is the research, so thorough is 
the analysis, as to entitle the work to be called an Encyclopedia in this branch of 
Jearning. I believe the general conclusion of the work to be .nevitable. I rejoice 


in its appearance. 
Puere Epwarp P. Humpurey, D.D., Danville Theological Seminary. 


My special thanks are due for the copy of your “Classic Baptism.”” I have read 
it with uncommon interest. Your positions are maintained, it seems to me, with the 
clearness and conclusiveness of demonstration. Our Baptist friends can do nothing 
but unconditionally surrender @arri{w—as modal. They are utterly routed—Gale, 
Carson, Fuiler, Conant, and all. ; 

I sincerely hope that you will go on with your Baptismal labors, according to the 
announcement in the first part. Your whole design, carried out with the success of © 
this portion, will make a work on Baptism without a parallel, and lay theology and 
the Church under great obligations. ‘ 

Wiis Lorp, D.D., Northwestern Theological Seminary. 


I have read, in part, ‘Classic Baptism,” and I am delighted. Hope it will be fol- 
lowed by the other volumes. ; 
Dayip McKinney, D.D., Librarian Presb. Book Rooms, Pittsburg. 


What with the thoroughness of your research and the rigor of your analysis, you 
have left our Baptist friends no foothold within the domain of Clagsic literature. 
More than this, the admirable tone and temper of your exhaustive treatise cannot fail 
to commend the work even to those who will here find one of their foundations so 
effectively subverted. By all means go on with your inquiries and setéle this question. 

H. A. BoarpMan, D.D., Philadelphia. 


After a careful examination of your work, I can most cordially indorse the judg- 
ment of my old friend and associate in Miami University, Prof. Moffat. Opinions 
may be‘answered, facts cannot. Your book is demonstration. 

W. C. AnpErson, D.D., 1st Presb. Church, San Francisco. 


A really valuable book and a fine specimen of thorough philosophical analysis. A’ 
capital book for our young men to study, as a specimen of the way in which the true 
meaning of words is to be elicited. It has given me clearer and more definite views 
and more especially shown the broad and firm ground of those views. 

J. B. Ramsay, D.D., Lynchburg, Va. 


A singularly astute and searching investigation. I have read it with that zest with 
which I used to read the ‘‘ Diversions of Purley.” It is a centre shot to the very 
heart of Baptist ritualism. If the bottom has not been knocked out of the Baptist 
tub, it has been made too leaky to hold water enough to immerse anybody in. 

Stuart Regsinson, D.D., Louisville, Kentucky. 


UNITED PRESBYTERIAN. 


It becomes necessary to meet our Baptist brethren on their own ground. This you 
have done. And by fair criticism and an appeal to the masters of the Greek lan- 
guage, you have clearly demonstrated, that their argument in favor of immersion, 
drawn from the alleged classical meaning of CarriSw, rests upon a foundation of sand. 

Joun T. Pressiy, Theological Seminary, U. P. 


REFORMED PRESBYTERIAN. 


Tregard ‘‘Olassic Baptism’”’ asa MASTER-PIECE. The enlarged scope, the thorough- 
ness, the candor, the excellent temper, and the sprightly wit, make it as agreeable 
and interesting as it is exhaustive. So far as 1 am aware there is nothing equal to it. 
Our Baptist brethren will, I think, find it to be unanswerable. 

T. W. J. Wrxiz, D.D., Theological Seminary, Ref. Presb. 


CHURCH OF SCOTLAND, CANADA, 


I am delighted with your book. It seems to me to settle the questio vewata. Irre- 
fragable, to a free and unprejudiced mind, must be the conclusion reached in the 
closing sentences of your werk. Equal success in Judaic and Johannic Baptism will 
confer upon Peedo- Baptist churches a benefit incalculable and lasting. I congratulate 

ou on the literary triumph which, in the midst of pastoral anxieties and labor, you 
2ave achieved. 
JOHN JENKINS, D.D., St. Paul’s, Montreal. 


GERMAN REFORMED. 


I thank you for your scholarly work on Baptism. It is very cvidert, or a cursory 
glance, that you have bestowed a vast amount of labor and research on your book, 
and every theologian must wish you health and strength to finish the two other vol« 
umes, both in the interest of truth and for the honor of American scholarship. I 
hope to have leisure, after awhile, to revise my volume of the History of the Apos- 
tolic Church, and then I shall revert to your labors with interest and pleasure. 

Purp Scuarr, D.D., Professor, &e. 
¢ 


Cause for serious complaint has been given by theologians and ecclesiastical histo- 
rians by coneessions far beyond philological and archeolegical fact. Your able and 
thorough treatise has confirmed my convictions on this point. Baptists have pro- 
fessed a willingness to stand or fall by their interpretation of Barri{w. Your work 
will put their integrity to a severe test. I had thought the philological argument 
exhausted. ‘Classic Baptism’? shows that the material has been but meagerly used 
and not to the best advantage. 

J. H. A. BomsBeraer, D.D., Philadelphia. 


COLLEGES. 


The most elaborate and exhaustive discussion of the classic use of the words Barr 
and Barriv, with the corresponding terms in the Latin language, that has fallen un- 
der my notice; evincing tireless research, conscientious thoroughness and candor, 
with acute discrimination and subtle analysis in the investigation of these contro- 
verted terms. 

Lyman Cotzeman, D.D., Lafayette College. 

- . . Atis the most elaborate discussion of a single word that I have ever seen 
It interested me much more than I expected. It is full of subtle analysis; but it 
is all so perspicuous and earnest that it holds the attention throughout. aie 

Fran. A. Marcu, Lafayette College. 


The main point of the treatise, the specific use of the word contended for, seems 

to me to be made out with perfect clearness and conclusiveness, so as to settle the 
_ question, in as far as the question rests upon merely philological grounds. 

Another feature that struck me, was the refined and subtle metaphysics frequently 
employed in tracing the derivation and transition of signification of words, and in 
applying the results to the words involved in the Baptistic controversy. . . . 

Apart from its direct relation to the great Baptistic controversy, I think that the 
work would be regarded by all competent readers as possessing great interest and 
value as a contribution to philology. I doubt whether there exists another so long 
and elaborate investigation of a single word. 

D. E. WrtiiaMs, Western University. 


I am glad, for the truth’s sake, that your book is so well and ably constructed. I 
cannot too highly express my sense of the patience, good humor, sound logic, and 
breadth of view which characterize it. If your promised continuations in the Judaic 
and Johannic branches of investigation be as satisfactory, you must be congratulated 
as furnishing the most complete, unanswerable, and at the same time, AMIABLE treat- 
ise the Church possesses on this point. 

J. Epwarps, D.D., Prest. of Washington and Jefferson College. 


. . . Ihave sometimes spent an hour upon a line of Greek, but here are years 
“spent upon a word. The result seems to me perfectly conclusive as to the use and 
meaning of the words under discussion. ae 

H. C. Cameron, Professor of Greek, Princeton College. 
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AMERICAN PRESBYTERIAN AND THEOLOGICAL REVIEW. 


“ After two or more centuries of controversy upon a single word, who would have expected a truly original 
and deeply interesting volume upon it? Yet this is what Mr. Dale has given to the world, taking up for the 
present, only the classic usage of Burrifw, to be followed by similar treatises on Judaic and Jobannic Bap- 
tisms, He comes to the subject from new points of view, with the largest philological inductions, and the 
acutest criticisms and inferences. Asa philological study, it is a rare work; in its bearings on the Baptist 
eontroversy, it has a deep theological interest. The best arguments of all the noted Baptist writers are 
thoroughly examined. Dr. Carson fares badly in this process, and Dr. Conant will have to write a new 
edition of his learned treatise.” 


Mernopist Home JOURNAL. 


“The learned author divides his treatise into three parts. Part I. discusses Baptist views as presented by 
eighteen of their ablest writers. Part II. discusses the meaning of Bapro, Tingo, and Dip. Part HI. isa 
discussion of Bartizo, Mrreo, and Imwerse. Quotations are made from éwenty-nine Latin and seventy-two 
Greek authors. From this mass of material, thoroughly analyzed and classified, the meaning of Baprizo is 
eliminated.” 


PRESBYTERIAN. 


“ While we were aware that Baptists had not thoroughly mastered the Hterature of the subject, we were 
never so fully convinced of the fact as.since the appearance of this treatise. The author deals most fairly 
with his opponents, never concealing their strongest positions, but coming up to their igtrenchments, as- 
gaults them boldly, and by turning them, shows their weakness. Mr. Dale, by an exhauStive philological 
examination, has.shown that elassic authority is against the Baptists. His book is a thesaurus on the sub 
fect, and will be invaluable to the ministry.” 


CHRISTIAN OBSERVER AND WITNESS. 


“This masterly work investigates the meaning of these words as used by more than a hundred Greek 
Latin, and Wnglish writers, philosophers, historians, poets, and theologians. The work has been one of vast 
labor and for a rich prize. It isan inquiry for éruth, TRUTH that will in due time be appreciated by millions 
of the redeemed of earth.” 


AMERICAN PRESBYTERIAN. 


“Mr. Dale here meets the enemy on their own field, shows by elaborate and exact investigation, that the 
researches made by them for centuries lead to results hostile to their own theory, and spoils the Egyptians, 
condemning them out of their own mouths.” 


BisuicaL REPERTORY AND PRINCETON REVIEW. 


“The allegation that BarriSw has but one meaning in the whole history of the Greek language, that 
mode is essentially denoted by it, that it always signifies to dip, is most effectually disposed of. It is shown 
that Baptist writers are at war with one another upon this subject, which, according to their mode of view- 
ing it, is soimportant. It is shown still further, by am actual exhibition an@ analysis of the passages in 
classic authors in which the words in question occur, that it is quite impossible to attribute to them any 
such sense in a multitude of cases. We might not agree with the author in every particular of his discus- 
sion, but we do not hesitate to say that he has rendered a valuable service to the eause of truth. We shal? 
look with interest for the remaining volumes of the series examining the usage of these words in Jewish 
writings, viz., Josephus, Philo, &., and, also, the character of the baptism of John.” 


CENTRAL PRESBYTERIAN. 


“This is by far the most important contribution to the subject which has been made during t 

eentury. The author has long concentrated a mind of fine eritical power upon this theme, aia pet ee 
certain. conelusions, which, we venture to predict, will give abundance of trouble to those opposing his 
views for many a year tocome, There are few who will not feel surprised at the strength and value of the 
results which Mr. Dale has brought out. Difficulties, monntain high, are piled on the Baptist theory. Their 
doctrine of classic usage is fairly weighed and found wanting. ‘The author is eminently fair in dealing with 
his opponents. He is always respectful. good natured, and modest. This volume will be followed by two 
others on Judaic and Jobannic Baptisms. We sha!] look for them with great interest. This long contro- 
verted question has fallen into the hands of a brother who ig able to explore it to the foundations We 
earnestly advise all who desire to read the ablest treatise on the subject which has yet been given in the English 
language (and, for aught we can tell, in any other), to purchase this book, and to digest it well, as preliminary 
to others to come. Should they equal this, Mr. Dale will be entitled to the thanks of the Chureh and held 
as ‘facile princeps’ among all Americans who have written upon the subject.” , 


NorTHWESTERN PRE SBYTERIAN. 


“The inquiry is made in a calm, critical, and candid spirit, which even his opponen 

if fair, thorough, and candid criticism has ever settled anything beyond fee onabioneaht ie ee 
that this author has established his conclusion. Mr. Dale shows himself master of the whole field not on) 
of the Greek literature part of it, but of the Baptist literature part of it, and also of the reasoning and id 
lemic part of it. This scholarly and masterly work is to be followed by two other volumes athe 
Judaic and Johannie Baptisms, and Christic and Patristie Baptisms. Our author has done enough to cae 
vince us that he is thoroughly competent to anything which this discussion may demand. No erson c 
sfford todo without this work who would be thoroughly posted on the question.” ‘ : Rs 
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THIRD EDITION. 
JUDGMENT OF SCHOLARS IN ALL DENOMINATIONS. 


“ Fraught with humor and good humor.” 


‘© THOROUGH—CANDID—CoNncLUSIVE,” . . . . . « Pror. Packarp, Episcopalian. 

*¢ VINDICATION—THOROUGH—OVERWHELMING,”’ . % . PrRor. Bere, Dutch Reformed. 
‘¢TooROUGE—EXHAUSTIVE—CONVINCING,” . . . . / Pror. Linpsay, Meth. Escopal. 
“«*LEARNED—THOROUGH—DECISIVE,” . . . . ~ + PRror. Ponn, Congregational. 
‘¢Sounp, Jopicious, ConcLUSIVE,’’. . . . . . . Pror. Coteman, Presbyterian. 
‘PATIENT, VIGILANT, ‘COMPLETE,”’. . . . . . » Pror. Lorn, Presbyterian. 
‘ANALYTIC, EXHAUSTIVE, UNIQUE,” . . . . . . PresipENT Epwarps, Presbyterian. 


The judgment given by these scholars is entirely independent ; no one having seen or 
heard of that of the other. 


Dr. J. F. Bere, Prof. Theol., New Brunswiek, New JERSEY. 

When I say that Judaic Baptism is as thorough and overwhelming a vindication of owr mode of baptism, 
as Classic Baptism was conclusive as to the meaning of Garrifw, 1 can express no higher appreciation of your 
Work. ; 

: Dr. James Strona, Drew Theol. Sem., NEW JERSEY. 


The order which you have pursued is the only just one in the case. Your argument, as developed in 
Classic and Judaic Baptism, I consider as perfectly conclusive. 


Dr. E. Porn, Theol. Sem., Bangor, Mains. 
I have read the book through with great interest. Like the previous work, it is learned, thorough, ex- 
baustive, and decisive. It seems to me that, of GanriSw and its derivatives, nothing more need be said. 
The doctrine of exclusive immersion is refuted. 


Dr. Wiuuis Lorp, Theol. Sem., Chicago, Inurnots. 
Judaic Baptism is of the same remarkably analytic and exhaustive character as Classic Baptism. I can 


scarcely conceive of anything more unique than such a triad as Classic, Judaic, and Christian Baptism, or 
more likely to be a permanent benefaction to the coming generation. 


Dr. J. W. Linpsay, Theol. Sem., Boston, Mass. 


I have been deeply interested in examining Judaic Baptism. Your treatment of the subject is so thorough, 
yxhaustive, and convincing, that biblical scholars must feel you have placed them under great obligation. 


Dr. J. Pacxarn, Theol. Sem., Alexandria, District or CoLUMBIA. 


In maintaining that Garrifw always means to immerse or dip totally under water, Baptists have main. 
tained their ground by the most forced and strained interpretation, and in defiance of usage, and with the 
greatest violence to language. Dr. Dale has determined the usage of Gurrijw by Jewish writers in the Sep- 
tuagint, Apocrypha, Josephus, &c., and has, we think, shown conclusively that the word means to purify 
ceremonially. Wis works deserve a place in every clergyman’s library. 


Dr. 8. J. Winson, Theol. Sem., Allegheny, PENNA. 


J have examined the use of cis by Josephus with the exposition, pp. 92-95; also. as used by the Apostle 
Paul, p. 305; and by Origen, p. 320. I believe your interpretation is correct... .. I am more than ever 
impressed with the Jabor and research which your bock evinces, and of the value of the contribution to 
theological literature which you have made. 


Dr. T. W. J. Wruiz, Theol. Sem., Philadelphia, Penn. 


I wish that all who can feel the power of truth were baptized with the truth which your book presents, 
Equal in argument aud in spirit to its predecessor, it can have no higher encomium. These works mark an 
era in the discussion of this subject. Henceforth I hope the discussion will be put on the ground where you 
have placed it. Tnere the defence is impregnable. 


Dr. Cuoartes Exxiorr, Theol. Sem., Chieago, Iuut1nors. 


A yery able and exhaustive treatise. Your former treatise on Classic Baptism is, I think, a demonstration 
of the point which you attempt to establish. In regard to the use of efg by Josephus, p. 92, and the like use 
by Paul, p. 305, and Origen, p. 320, I refer you to Harrison’s work on Greek Prepnsitions, Prof. Harrison 
fully supports your view on’p. 211, and establisbes it by numerous quotations. See, also, Jelf’s Grammar, 
Il., p. 297, 8. v. etc. Your argument to prove a secondary meaning of BamriSw, as used by Origen, p. 224, I 
consider as conclusive. You may say with Joab: “I have fought against Rabbah, and have taken the city 
of waters.” 

z Dr. L. Coreman, La Fayette College, Easton, PENNA. 

The Judaic, like the Classic Baptism, is in my estimation a marvel of industry and patient research, 
sound, judicious, and conclusive. These two volumes will remain an exhaustive thesaurus of anthorities 
and argument on the vexed question of the mode of baptism, an invaluable aid to all who may be drawn 
in‘io the hapless controversy. 


PresipEnt Jon. Epwarps, D.D., Baltimore, MARYLAND. 


I know of no such works on baptism as these. I have rarely in any controversial literature met with 
argumentation so sound, patient, persistent, vigilant, and complete, while, at the same time, so fraught 
with humor and good humor. You have made it abundantly manifest that “the theory ” results from a 
superficial investigation compounded with the anachronism of interpreting ancient and oriental by modern 
and occidental customs. 9 


“It deals a blow from whach ‘the theory’ can never recover.” 


‘“NuBLe CuRISTIAN BEARING TOWARD YOUR OPPONENTS,”’ Bisuop L. Scort, D.D. 
‘RECOMMENDED TO STUDENTS AS ABLEST INTHE LANGUAGE,’ Pror. J. T. PRESSLY, v.D, 
‘© ALL THE WORLD ACKNOWLEDGE YOUR GREAT SUCCESS,’’ . PRESIDENT A. D. Suira, D.B 
‘© A PRODIGY OF PHILOLOGICAL LABOR,” . . . . . . Pror. T. H. Skinner, D.D. 


“BEYOND THE POSSIBILITY OF SUCCESSFUL ASSAULT,”’?. . Prov. S. YERKES, D.D. 
“You HAVE FOUGHT AND TAKEN THE CITY OF WATERS,’ Pror. C. EuitoT7, D.D. 
‘Tay TESTIMONIALS ARE NOT AT ALL EXAGGERATED,” . Rr. Rev. T. M. Ciark, DD 


Rev. L. Scorr, D.D., Bishop of the Methodist Episcopal Church, DELAWARE. 


Iam more than pleased with Judaic Baptism. I am delighted. Your patient toil, your discrimina- 
tion, your skilful management of materials so various and so vast, your thoroughness even in minutive, 
and your noble Christian bearing toward your opponents. fill me with admiration. The work is the most 
scholarly, thorough, and satisfuctory discussion of Judaic Baptism I have ever seen. Indeed, I know of 
nothing that can be compared with it in its exhaustive completeness. It deals a blow from which the 
theory can never recover. 


Rr. Rev. Taomas M. Cuark, D.D., Bishop of RuopEe ISLAND. 


Your work on Judaic Baptism richly deserves attention. I have made myself sufficiently acquainted 
with it to be satisfied of its very great value. Ido not think that any of the testimonials given in its 
favor are at all exaggerated. 


Rr. Rev. Gzorex D. Cummins, D.D., Assistant Bishop of Kentucky. 


I have been deeply interested in your work on Judaic Baptism and regard it as an exceedingly va)ia- 
ble contribution to the literature of this important subject. It is just the work that is most needed in 
this region. I trust it may have an extensive circulation among us. 


Presipent Asa D. Smita, D.D., Dartmouth College, New HAMPSHIRE. 


Such a confluence of laudatory and approving voices have fallen upon your ear that mine may be 
Jost init. You need no word of praise from me. The learning, ability, and industry which reveal them- 
selves at a glance, all the world are acknowledging. I congratulate you on this great success. 


Witt1am Buackwoop, D.D., Philadelphia, Penna. 


Dr. Dale has produced the most learned, accurate, and thoroughly unanswerable argument on the 
point on which his book bears, that the world has ever seen. Dr. Dale has the satisfaction to see his book 
taking rank in the libraries of educated men. 


Joun T. Pressty, D.D., Theol. Sem., Alleghany, PENNA. 


I have just finished my lectures on the subject of baptism, and have recommended your work to the 
students as the ablest, on the meaning of the word, in the English language. 


Presipent @. Winson McPuaiun, D.D., Davidson College, N. CAROLINA. 


You bring cumulative evidence to the truth of your previous proposition, and show conclusively that 
Judaic Baptism is effected by washing the hands, by sprinkling, and by pouring. In fact, after reading 
your book, I am led more than ever to doubt whether baptism was ever performed by immersion after 
the manner of the Baptists. ‘Their case seems to involve the singular error of contending for almost the 
only possible mode in which baptism was never performed. Certainly, after candidly reading Judaic 
Baptism, Baptists must be satisfied if they can find sufficient evidence to show that total immersion is one of 
the various allowed modes. ; 


SrerHen Yerkes, D.D., Danville Theol. Sem., Kentucky. 


You are giving the question by far the most thorough and scholarly sifting it hasever received. Your 
. works are an honor to the scholarship of the country, and a lasting monument to your patience of research, 
your skill in philology, and your power and vigilance in the conduct of a difficult and intricate argument. 
I believe you have established, beyond the possibility of successful assault, the position taken in this vol- 
ume, And as the conclusion here reached is but the logical development of the general proposition main- 
tained in Classic Baptism, and is itself so indubitably certain, it is confirmatory of that proposition. Com- 
plete your original plan, and thus, by a third volume, crown your admirable contributions to the theo- 
logical literature of the age. 


Taomas H. Skinner, D.D., Union Theol. Sem., New Yorx. 


Judaic Baptism is a very searching book and requires close reading. It is a prodigy of philologica. 
labor. In Huglish literature it is without a parallel. When or where was so much written on A WoRD? 
The learning, the logic, the style, the spirit, and, I may add, the effectiveness of your book, give it an esti- 
mation unsurpassed by any book of the same class, that I haveever read. The narrowness of our Baptist 
brethren has nothing to rest on, and I think they will renounce it. But other topics beside baptism are 
iNustrated by your book. Noone can intelligently read it without being indebted to you for enlargement, 
if not for correction of his views, on not a few points of high importance. I congratulate you on your great 
success as an author. May the Lord hold you as a star in His right hand, and cause you to shine more 
and more brightly to the glory of His holy name! 


Rr. Rey. J. Jouns, D.D., Brshop of Virarnta. 

Your work has, indeed, commended itself to our ablest biblical scholars. I promise myself much 
pleasure and profit from a careful study of its valuable contents. I have no doubt that the happy influ- 
ence of the volume will more than compensate you for the time and labor bestowed on its preparation, 
and hope that it will encourage you to make the church yet more largely your debtor. 

Rey. S. Bowers, Bedford, InpIANA. 

With great interest have I both read and studied “Classic Baptism.” In my humble judgment it 

will do more toward settling the question of mode than any other uninspired book yet published. 
Rev. S. F. Mivuiken, Morrison, Inuinors. 
I am under ten thousand obligations to you for your Classic Baptism. 


'* Jewett and Dale, ‘whom nobody knows,’ use heavy guns.” 


* CriTicisMs on CLASSIC BAPTisM HE TAKES OCCASION T0 GIBBET,” Princeton Review. 
“FAR ABOVE ANY LIKE WORK IN EN@LISH LITERATURE,” . . Southern Presb. Review 
** ADMIRABLY ARRANGED, 1RANSPARENTLY WORDED,”? . . . .\ Standard of the Cross. 
“IN THE MOST GENTLE AND PLEASANT SPIRIT,” . . . . . . Christian Instructor. 
‘ONE: OF THE MOST STRIKING AND EFFECTIVE OF THIS AGE,” . Episcopaliun. 
ClreiSyTASWONDEREUE BOOK”. 5. 3 ee sn se te te RY WI Chistian Advocate: 
‘His TWO VOLUMES REALLY MARK AN ERA IN THIS CONTROVERSY,” American Presb. Review. 


SovuTHERN PRESBYTERIAN Review, SourH CAROLINA. 


This remarkable book hus attracted much attention among American scholars. Its contents are 
unique. They constitute a body of suggestive and most luminons hints, easily pursued to the overwhelm: 
ing conclusion to which they point. It stands, as a controversial work, far avove any we are acquainted 
with in the whole range of English literature upon this subject. It is old and itis new. It is trite and 
it is original. It is short and it is thorough. It is moderate and it is conclusive. 


CHRISTIAN OBSERVER AND FREE CHRISTIAN COMMONWEALTH, KENTUCKY. 


If there is any wisdom in the maxim, ‘‘ Fight the devil with fire,’ there is equal wisdom in Dr. 
Dale’s practice of fighting the Baptis(s with water. And never did steam fire-engine play its vigorous 
stream upon a mob to its scattering more effectually than Dr. Dale with the vigorous stream of his water 
criticism, upon those who have been so noisily assailing their brethren. Judaic Baptism is every way 
worthy of the author of Classic Baptism. It has thesame excellent temper, the same remarkable genius tor 
philology, the same vigorous argument, the same remarkable scholarship and fine literary discrimination. 


BrpuicaL REPERTORY AND PrRincETON Review, New JERSEY. 


».. « But Dr. Dale will not allow any shuffling: he holds them to the strict terms of the bond, and 
with a great amount of good-humored buantering, but with clinching force. shows that “dip” will not 
answer in a single instance. From this primary, physical sense of ‘intusposition,” without limitation of 
manner or duration, the word passed in classic Greek to a secondary use, that of describing a conditior 
of complete subjection to some controlling power or influence, particularly a ruinous or destructive sub- 
jection. The word has reached a secondary sense which has passed beyond the mere region of trope and 
conscious figure or figurative application, and has become a new and veritable meaning. The Baptists 
endeavor to extract some image or emblem to sustain their theory, but Dr. Dale pertinaciously meets 
them at every turn, and, in the most provoking manner holds the theory up to merited ridicule. The 
fundamental idea in Judaic Baptism is the subjection of an object to some foreign controlling influence, 
not, however, for its destruction, but for its purification and salvation. Dr. Dale has, in these volumes, 
put the Baptists on the defensive. instead of merely repelling their attacks. His arguments are not to be 
put aside by vituperation. The criticisms on his former volume he takes occasion to gibbetin the beginning 
of this. These volumes constitute an armory which no minister can well afford to be without. Frank 
and straightforward. never intentionally unfair, with an overplus almost of pleasant raillery, but without 
harsh words and abusive epithets, these books are an important contribution to the Garrifw controversy. 


AMERICAN PRESBYTERIAN Review, New York. 


The previous work of Dr. Dale commanded very general attention, and fully sustained his positions 
as to the significance of Barrifw. Many Baptist critics were quite at a loss what to make of it, and several 
dismissed it with evasive or abusive notice. Dr. Dale commences his present volume with a summary 
view of their utterances, exposing the shallowness of their criticisms or the contemptuous ignorance which 
they display. It is very evident that his conclusions are not to be set aside by any criticisms that have yet been 
offered. He cites passages from the Jewish writers and from the Christian Fathers, and with the same 
rare sagacity and keen discrimination of which he has shown himself to be so thorough a master, he 
demonstrates that Garrifw cannot have the exclusive meaning * dip.” He establishes his position, that all 
through the Patristic interpretations of Jewish baptisms, it is written in characters so plain “that a way- 
faring man, though a fool, need not err therein,” that a dipping or a covering with water never enters into 
their thoughts as a requisite for baptism. Indeed, the incongruity that results from a logical applica- 
tion of “the theory” he opposes, becomes sometimes absolutely ludicrons. As an intellectual discipline, 
this work will invite and reward study. His two volumes really mark an era in the controversy. 


CENTRAL PRESBYTERIAN, VIRGINIA. 


We rejoice in the progress of this great undertaking. The present volume is in every respect equal to 
the first. While Dr. Dale is necessarily controversial, we have never seen a more thoroughly good- 
natured antagonist. If he takes hold of Baptists and pinches them sorely under an iron grip, it is not 
for the satisfaction of hurting them, but because it cannot be helped. One of the most pleasant parts of 
the present volume is in) the sixty pages in which he reviews the criticisms they have attempted on his 
former work. Jt is a first-rate specimen of masterly, keen. but good-tempered controversy. He is always 
gentlemanly, and, therefore, never descends to the use of ungentlemanly language, even when most 
strongly provoked by its application to himself by others. This may be seen in the answer given to Prof. 
Kendrick. . . . All who furnish themselves with these volumes will be finely repaid. 


Western CuristiAn ApvocaTs, OuI0. 


We close our brief notice of Judaic Baptism, by saying tt is a wonderful book. Get it and read it, and © 
you will neither regret the time nor the money thus employed. ‘ 


ADVANCE, ILLINOIS. 


Baptists have long desired an adversary to grapple with the Greek terms. Dr. Dale is the man for 
them. He insists on Greek, nothing but Greek. His conclusion is a bombshell in the Buptist camp, 1t has 
prought out both respectful and vituperative answers. The work is able, thorough, and convincing. 


Tue ‘Paciric, CALIFORNIA. 


A year or more ago the Baptist world was astonished at the appearance of Classic Baptism. A second 
edition was called for in four months, Its author received a Doctorate. We do not see how any one can 
dispute the learning, thoroughness, and real critical ability shown in these volumes, nor how the con- 
slusions reached can be impugned. When Prof, Jewett criticised the Baptist Bible, they asked, “ Who is 
this Jewett? ? When Dr. Dale wrote Classic Baptism, he was said to be an “upstart,” one “who had 
spent his life in a country village.” Jewett and Dale. “ whom nobody knows,” use pretty heavy guns! 
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“ Judaic Baptism ts worthy of the author of Classve Baptism.’ 


A THORCUGHLY GOOD-NATURED ANTAGONIST,’ . . + + + « Central Presbyterian. 
‘©A BOMBSHELL IN THE BAPTIST CAMP,” . . ~~». + « « « Advance. 
‘CONCLUSIONS CANNOT BE IMPUGNED,” . . . - + + «© « «+ Lactfic. 

‘©ARMS FROM HEAD TO FOOT AGAINST ImmersionisTSs,”. . . . Standard of the Cross 
“INTELLECTUAL TASK INVITING TO THE SCHOLAR,”’ - . ... Bvangelrst. 

‘Sig Is A WORK FOR THE. AGE,” . .  . «+ 6 ww «8 fe Mithodist Recorder. 
‘COMPLETE ARMORY FOR ScripruRAL Baptism,” . % . . « Presbyterian. 


ConGREGATIONALIST AND Boston RecorDER, Mass. 


Dr. Dale attaches great importance to showing bow the meaning “to purify ” could originate. It is 
of much greater importance to show that it did, in fact, originate. bis fact Dr. Beecher and others had 
already proved, and Dr. Dale has added new evidence of great value. Judaic Baptism will be a valuable 
storehouse of facts and evidence. 


Tur EPpIscopALIAN, PENNSYLVANIA. 


Our expectations are fully realized in “ Judaic Baptism.” Sprinkling and pouring are proved to be 
modes of baptizing. The importance of the decisions of this point cannot be overestimated. The extent 
of research, the patience in investigation, the closeness of comparison, and the candor and strength of 
judgment make this treatise one of the most striking and effective which has appeared in this age. 


PRESBYTERIAN, PENNSYLVANIA. 


This volume opens with some keen replies to criticisms on Classic Baptism. He simply lumps together 
a number of the abusive sentences of Dr. Kendrick, with which he filled his review in the Buptist Quarterly, 
and lets them stand as condemning the whole article. He treats with great thoroughness all baptisms 
spoken of by Jewish writers, inspired and uninspired. Tivis volume will Le more interesting to the mass of 
readers than Classic Baptism. Beyond all question, Dr. Dale is furnishing a complete armory in behalf 
of the Scriptural mode of baptism. 


Tue STANDARD OF THE CROSS, OHIO. 


If any clergyman wishes to be clad from head to foot against all the sophistries of the Tmwmersionists, 
he has only to master this one book. Such stores of classical learning, so condensed and admirably 
arranged and transparently worded, are seldom found packed away in a volume of 350 pages. It is no 
wonder tliat the University of Pennsylvania hastened to lay a Doctorate at the learned author's feet. 


Reuieious TeLescore, Outro. 


___ if any one wishes to read a work written in an interesting style, with clearness and ability. in oppo- 
sition to able Baptist writers, he will find Judaic Baptism such a work. It is a perfect feast for those 
whose special delight is in polemics. 


CHRISTIAN INSTRUCTOR AND UNITED PRESBYTERIAN, PENNA. 


Classic Baptism is, and the more it is studied the more it will be found to be, tHE book that will go 
far to settle this question. It is written in the most gentle and pleasant spirit. A third edition has 
already been called for. Judaic Baptism is a complete presentation of the subject. It is always marked 
with peculiarly good temper. ‘This work will be welcome, convincing, and eminently satisfactory. 


HERALD AND PRESBYTER, OHIO. 


: No book of the age has been more highly commended than Classic Baptism. Judaic Baptism is des- 
tined to enjoy a reputation equally flattering No man has equalled Dr. Dale in the thoroughness and 
ability with which he has discussed the mode of baptism. Every theologian should have these two volumes. 


CHRISTIAN INTELLIGENCER, NEW YORK. 


The author seems determined to give no quarter to our Baptist brethren. Those interested in the 
Baptist controversy will, of course, examine for themselves the grounds of the author’s argument. ‘The 
can scarcely fail, we think, if open to conviction, to acknowledge its correctness. An exclusive iioaning 
is the Baptist Gibraltar. Hence, we expect a lively controversy from this vigorous attack upon it. : 


Merrtnopist REcoRDER, OHIO. 


This is a work for theage. The positions claiming the same meaning for Garrw and Barrivw, and dip 
as the invariable meaning of Ganrifw, are demonstrated to be impossible. Those who differ in sentiments 
are foirly, kindly, and bravely met on their own chosen ground. The most learned i 
oe ree ; g arned in the land pronounce 

Tae Evanceist, New York. 


He shows himself a thorough master of his subject. and his discrimination of meanings and shades ot 
meaning is itself a study which, even as an intellectual (ask, is inviting to the scholar. It is frequentl 
amusing to see how completely he turns the tables on his opponents, and how summarily he routs then 
from their strongholds. Dr. Dale insists that the word makes demand for acondition and not for a modal 
act, and with this view every imparlial and intelligent reader must accord. 


WESTERN PRESBYTERIAN, KENTUCKY. 


Dr. Dale’s method of investigation is the proper one. Opponents are bound to show % 
quoted or misinterpreted the writers to whom he appeals. If eaey decline to do this, ricparnt ee 
vanquished. If they make the attempt and fail, their cause is lost. We wait to see what Baptist scholars will 
do. ! They have made a beginning. The Baptist Christian Press thinks the author to be an “ignoramus,” 
an “upstart,” aud a “lunatic.” Prof. A. C Kendrick, D.D .of the Baptist Theological Seminary Rochester 
N. Y., thinks that he is “a philological thimble rigger.” and a good many other equally complimentary 
things. While the National Baptist thinks Dr. Dale is ‘an author of no small ability,” whose scholariy 
work “challenges our admiration.” We think these volumes will compel the Immersionists to abandon 
their stronghold. There are signs of this already. Dr. Kendrick, in the Baptist Quarterly, tosses dip 
overboard, saying: “It is not a dipping that our Lord instituted. Baptizo never does engage to take its 
suljects out of the water,” Now, some honest Baptist (dipper) will open his eyes at this, and ask, “ What 
then, are we to do? Kendrick says, you must get out of the water on your © normal muscular action a ‘o) 
This is something for these who have thought that they knew what Baptizo meant—‘ dip, and notivi 
but dip, through all Greek literature”—to think about. We leave it with them. y % 


“ Frank, straightforward, never intentionally unfair.” 


I HAVE BEEN FASCINATED WITH YOUR WORKS,”. . . 4 
« FoR THE UAUSE OF TRUTH A MOST VALUABLE WORK.” .. . 
‘* YOUR VOLUMES MARK AN EPOCH IN THIS CONTROVERSY,” . . 
“TT SHOULD BE IN THE LIBRARY OF EVERY CLERGYMAN,” . . 
“MASSASIPPI YOU HAVE FOUND YOUR MATCH,” . .... . . Rev. J. W. Moore. 
‘*PAGES SPICED WITH WIT ARE AGREEABLE, SOMETIMES AMUSING,” UniteD Press. RUVIEW. 
“THE WATER IS TAKEN FROM UNDER THEM. THEY ARE STRANDED,” CONGREGATIONAL REVIEW. 


- Rr. Rev. A. C. Cons, D.D. 
« HN. Jo Rick iD: 

- H. A. Boarpman, D.D. 

- BisnHor Simpson, D.D. 


Rr. Rey. A. CLEVELAND Cox, D.D., Bishop of Wustern New York. 


‘‘T have been so fascinated with Classic and Judaic Baptism, that I have read, in 
spite of myself, until I am forced to lay them down, and write at once, to thank you 
Your work must force our Baptist brethren, for very shame, to give up their extreme 
ideas on this point. Their enterprise of reforming our dear old English Bible, just 
at this time, makes your works very opportune, and they annihilate the pretences of 
the scheme so effectually, that I trust it will be given up. I will commend your books 
to my Reverend brethren, and I am grateful that they will find such an armory in 
your pages.”’ 

Bisnop Simpson, D.D., Methodist Episcopal Church. 

‘‘T have examined your work on Judaic Baptism, and have been greatly pleased. 
The work evinces great industry and research, and is exhaustive inits character. It 
should be in the library of every clergyman.’’ 


N. L. Ricr, D.D., President of Westminster College, Missouri. 


“You have done for the cause of truth a most valuable work—evidently the result 
of long and patient labor. Your criticisms on the terms—Greek, Latin, and Eng- 
lish—involved in the controversy, are, in my judgment, sound and of great value. 
These two works, as it seems to me, go far toward settling the controversy with im- 
partial minds. I do not know that 1 should differ from your views in any important 
point.” 

: Henry A. BoarpMan, D.D., PHILADELPHIA, PENN’A. 

“JT am greatly impressed with the thoroughness and ability of Judaic Baptism. 
The publication of your volumes marks an epoch in this protracted controversy. You 
have laid upon our Buptist brethren a task beyend their strength. Why did you not 
go about your work ten years sooner, and save them the labor, vexation, and ex 
pense of their ‘New Version ?’”’ 


W. Henry Green, D.D., Princeton Theological Seminary, NEw JERSEY. 

‘‘ These and similar cases, Baptist writers, by means of dexterous manipulation and 
an adroit change of terms, are in the habit of claiming as though they made in their 
favor. But Dr Dale will not allow any shuffling; he holds them to the strict terms 
of the bond, and with a great amount of good humored banter, but with clinching 
force, shows that “‘dip’’ will not answer in a single case.” 


Rey. J. W. Moors, Austin, ARKANSAS. 


“ For almost forty years I have been in conflict with Baptists and Campbellites. 
The immersionists. made war upon me on my first arrival in ‘the Territory.’ Judge 
from these facts of my interest in Judaic Baptism. Dr. Miller, of Princeton, told 
me of an old negro who looked, for the first time, on a steamboat stemming the 
mighty current of the Mississippi, and, after gazing for some time in mute astonish- 
ment, exclaimed: ‘ Well, old Massasippi, you have found your match at last.’ Your 
book forcibly reminds me of this speech,” 


Ruy. J. H. BARNARD, Waukesha, WISCONSIN. 


“I was forced lately into a discussion of Baptism. I purchased your works, and 
spent many days and nights over them. They gave me such a thorough insight into 
the subject as I never had before. Many who were unsettled have come to thank 
me for the entirely satisfactory view which I had given them, and I, in turn, thank 
you for the valuable treatment of the subject you have given to the church and the 
world., I can, now, speak intelligently and with confidence on the subject. Some of 
the advocates of the theory, here, are completely demoralized. Again, I thank you 
for the invaluable aid received from your two volumes,” 


CONGREGATIONAL Rk VIEW. 

“‘ Judaic Baptism has the same learning and skill that marked Classic Baptism 
These two volumes must attract great attention. They form a work of great power. 
Dr. Dale has most effectively shown the absurdity of the Baptist position. It is, now, 
a matter of doubt, whether they have any position. He has fairly taken away the 
ground, or rather the water, trom under them. They are stranded. 
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"Calm, self-poised, patient, master of the situation.” 


“THE SAME CLEAR DISCRIMINATION AND LUCID EXPRESSION,” . .. . . . Prof, MOFFAT. 
“YouR SERVICES IN THIS INQUIRY ARE OF THE HIGHEST VALUE,” . . . . PROF.SHEDD. 

“JT CONGRATULATE YOU ON THE SUCCESS OF YOUR LABORS,” ... .. . . Pror. B. M.SmirTi, 
“LEARNED, INSTRUCTIVE, EXHAUSTIVE, MASTERLY,” . . +... + + - » PROF. JEWETT. 

“Br AMPLY REWARDED FOR LABOR ON THE ARGUMENT,” . ... . . . . ALBERT BARNES. 
“GREAT RESEARCH AND WONDERFUL ORIGINALITY,” ..... +... » SO. PRESB. REVIEW 
“GREAT ABILITY, ORIGINALITY, PATIENCE, FAIRNESS,” . .. .- . . . + . BIBLIOTH.-SACRA. 


Proressor James C. Morrat, Princeton Theological Seminary, New JERSEY. 


..- Lhave carefully read the passage on pp. 224-239, and it seems to me that the secondary mean. 
ing of Garrifw is fully made out and forcibly presented. I find in all that I have read the same clear 
discrimination, and lucid expression, which gratified me so much in the former volume. 


Proressor W. G. T. Suzpp, Union Theological Seminary, New York. 
Your services in this department of inquiry I regard, as do others, of the highest value. 


Proressor Grorce B. Jewrett, Amherst College, MASSACHUSETTS. “ 

You are moving forward grandly in your work. The more I study your books the greater and 

more unqualified becomesmy admiration of them. It is impossible to turn yourmain positions. Your 
noble work is equally learned, instructive, exhaustive and masterly. 


Rev. Aupert Barnes, Philadelphia, PENNA. 


I hope you will be amply rewarded for the labor which you have bestowed on the argument. 
I write this by the aid of a machine, and in the dark. 


Rev. H. L. Poutne, Pennshoro, West VIRGINIA. 


In two discussions, extending through several days, I have made free use of Classic and Judaic 
Baptism. They have proved themselves to be unanswerable. 


Rev. J. G. D. Stearns, Clearwater, MINNESOTA. 


I have read Classic and Judaic Baptism with delight and admiration, and for the first time feel 
that I understand the subject, although I had previously read everything on both sides that I could 
lay my hands on. 


Presipent Epwarp Bercuer, Galesburg, ILLINotrs. 


..- [have read Classic and Judaic Baptism with great care and with deep interest. Some of your 
proofs of this secondary sense (purification) have been previously adduced by me; others I had 
seen but did not find room to adduce; others still,and those of great power and value, I had not seen, 
and I feel much indebted to you for producing them... . 

Unitep PressyTeriAN REVIEW. 


... A most important contribution to the cause of truth, and will serve largely to bring about 
the proper mode of administering the initiatory rite of the Christian church... . 


THEOLOGICAL MeEpium (Quarterly of Cumberland Presbyterian Church). 


These are works of the most profound research, and in scholarship evince extraordinary ability. 
Dr. Dale, with rare acumen, perfect courtesy, and good-humored raillery, traces Barrivw... Every 
position he sustains by the careful citation of authorities. His purely classic style, freedom from ac- 
rimony, and display of conscious strength, give him advantage over his opponents. These works are 
invaluable. The results may be used with full confidence and with triumphant success. . . 


SOUTHERN PRESBYTERIAN REVIEW. 


The extraordinary ability of Classic Baptism won for its writer a deserved distinction among 
philological scholars, and raised him to a position of absolute pre-eminence among the coutroversial- 
ists who had hitherto occupied the field of his choice... . The meanings of Gdzrw and BanrriSw are 
traced with rare skill and with the acutest criticism, with inferences perfectly crushing to all immer- 
sionists.... Judaic Baptism erects a superstructure of which Classic Baptisin is the immovable foun- 
dation ; for Dr. Dale here proceeds upon the classical usage of Gamrisw, established by his own labors, 
in a manner never before even attempted, to investigate by labors equally great and equally new its 
usage in Jewish and Patristicwritings. Thesuccessis complete. ... Nothing can exceed the strength 
of the proof but the-force of the conclusion. a y 


Brsuiotmnca Sacra, Andover, MASSACHUSETTS. 


. 

The subject treated in these volumeshas been herediscussed with more thoroughness and breadth 
of research than have before been brought to it in this country. ... The discussion indicates great 
ability, originality, patient investigation, fair-mindedness, clear discrimination, and has done invalu- 
able service to the cause in whose defence it was undertaken. . . 


Octavo, pp. 400. Price, $3.50; Clergymen, $3.00. 
WM. RUTTER & CO., Publishers, 


SEVENTH AND CHERRY STREETS, PHILADELPHIA. 


PPE PAL R Me 


SECOND EDITION. 


a. 
y 


30) COLLEGES, UNIVERSITIES, THEOLOGICAL SEMINARIES, SAY: * 
“THE BAPTIST THEORY IS OVERTHROWN.” 


“ ALL THE STRONGHOLDS OF THE THEORY DEMOLISHED,” . ; . Prof. B. M. Smith. 
(«A MOST MASTERLY PHILOLOGICAL DISCUSSION,” . 2 . Prof. J. C. Moffat. 
‘APPEAL TO USAGE MUST SETTLE THE CONTROVERSY,” . . Prof. J. Packard. 

‘© HAPPY AND SUCCESSFUL VINDICATION OF THE TRUTH,”’ : . Prof. J. T. Cooper. 
‘‘ DESPAIR CANNOT, LOGICALLY, CONTINUE THE ConTROVERSY,”’ . Prof. W. J. Beecher. 





Princeton Tuxonoeican Semmnary.—Prof. J. C. Moffat, D.D. 


‘Tf there is to be an end to controversy on a point of philology, this is the way to reach it. I have 
gone over the whole of the sheets sent me. Finished in the style of what is already done, your work 
will be one of the most masterly philological discussions in our language.” 


THxOLOGICAL SEMINARY, U. P.—Prof. J. T. Cooper, D.D. 


**T cannot refrain from congratulating you on the happy and successful manner in which you have 
vindicated the truth in relation to John’s Baptism. If any regard is to be paid to reason and argu- 
ment, your work should bring this controversy to an end.”’ 


TuHEoLoaicAL Seminary, ConumBiaA.—Pyrof. J. R. Wilson, D.D. 


‘¢The sheets have interested me exceedingly. In every instance your interpretation of Scripture 
appears to me eminently fair. You have strained nothing. Your discussion of the preposition ¢v 
is the very best I have seen in connection with this controversy. I have been greatly instructed, 
too, by the manner in which you handle the ¢y Mvedpar: “Ayiw as furnishing the leading parallelism 
with which to understand the év tdurt. I heartily approve, too, of the disposition you make of éy 
Xpisrw, and of Christ’s (and others) being év Ilvevpar: “AYiw. This is capital. In short, you send to 
me for criticism, I reply by eulogy. The series taken together constitute a chain.” . 


vom Prof. Wm. S. Plumer, D.D. 


“Dr. Dale’s work on John’s Baptism will be very able and meet with the cordial approval of the 
great body of the Christian Church, except only those who contend that baptism cannot be rightly 
administered but by the application of the person to the water.”’ 


Drew TuxoxocicaL Seminary.—Prof. James Strong, D.D. 


“T heartily concur in the general conclusions of Johannic Baptism, and rejoice that the assump. 
tions of the theory are so thoroughly refuted.’’ 


THEOLOGICAL SEMINARY (LUTHERAN), GurtysBurG.—Prof. S. S. Schmucker, D.D. 


% Johannic Baptism is a work of very superior scholarship, of much logical acumen, and of im- 
portant results. The anthor’s investigations are singularly far-reaching, exhaustive, and satisfac- 
tcry. The concrete form in which he has presented much of the discussion, cannot fail to give it 
additional interest to the popular reader, whilst the genial spirit which pervades it, makes it pleas. 
ant to all. Itis to be hoped, in view of these investigations and results, that our Baptist brethren 
will soon cease to magnify. We cordially recommend this volume to all who feel an interest in 
radical and learned investigation.” 15 


“ You HAVE LEFT NOTHING TOBE DESIRED,”. . . #Pror. M. B. Smiru, D.D. 
‘“OLEARNESS, ABILITY, PATIENCE, AND STRENGTH,” . Prog. S. YERKES, D.D. 

‘ VINDICATED THE TRUTH OF JOHN’S BAPTISM,” . . Pror. J. T. Cooper, D.D. 

‘ You HAVE ABLY STATED THE REASONS,” . ; . Pror. M. B. Rippuz, D.D. 

“THE SAME CALMLY INEXORABLE METHOD,” . . . #Presipent J. H. A. BompurcEr, D.D 


Prorzssor M. B. Rippux, D.D., Hartford Theol. Sem., Connecticut. 

Iam naturally and exegetically an opponent of the instrumental sense of ¢y in the New Testa. 
ment. My ruleis: “Never translate it by, if any other meaning is logically possible.”’ But I hold 
that no other meaning is logically possible in Matt.3:11. You have ably stated the reasons for this 
view in your volume. Accept my thanks for your earnest efforts to overthrow a theory which how- 
ever honestly held by Christian men must inevitably, human nature being asitis.... 


Proressor D. S. Tatcort, Bangor Theo. Sem., MAINE. 

Whatever exception may be taken to your exegesis of particular passages here and there, it is hard to 
see how any unprejudiced reader of your volumes can fail to acknowledge that your main positions 
have been triumphantly sustained throughout. You have been privileged to contribut® as few men 
have contributed hitherto, to the fulfilment of our Saviour’s prayer that his people might all be one. 
Sure I am that in the next generation it will be fully seen that your work was not in vain; and it 
may safely be predicted that few men of any considerable learning will hereafter be found bold 
enough to follow in the steps of Carson... . 


Proressor H. C, ALEXANDER, D.D., Union Theol. Sem., VIRGINIA. 

Johannic Baptism is the one adequate book on the subject. You have incontestably established 
your main positions. And you have triumphantly demonstrated that év is used instrumentally, or 
in a quasi instrumental sense, in all passages involving ‘‘the theory ’’ in its manifold difficulties as 
to the mode of Baptism. I congratulate you on this grandlabor. You have erected a monument 
more enduring than brass, and inscribed it with truth as it isin Jesus. You have (as Jeffrey said 
of Chalmers’ preaching) ‘* buried your adversaries” not ‘‘under the fragments of burning moun- 
tains,’’ but under the debris of their own tumbling ruins. The “theory ’’ is now exploded... . 


Presipent J. H. A. BompyrceR, D.D., Ursinus College, PENNSYLVANIA. 
Dr. Dale persists in the same calmly inexorable method which 80 peculiarly distinguishes the pre- 
vious volumes. With quiet, patient, untiring diligence he pursues his course of faithful inquiry, and 
has done a good work philologically, theologically, and ecclesiastically, in refuting ‘‘the theory.” . . 


Prorsssor C. W. ScHarrrre, D.D., Lutheran Theol. Sem., PHILADELPHIA. 

The labors of Dr. Dale, in addition to their accuracy and strength, have a breadth, a comprehen- 
siveness, an impressive unity of spirit, and a wealth of originality, of which we have never met the 
parallel. Johannic Baptism, in the variety of its authorities, in the force of its logic, in the integrity 
of its exegesis, in the depth and clearness of its criticisms, and withal in the purity and earnestness 
of its spirit, shows everywhere the mind and heart of a master. Dr. Dale understands well the 
value and force of the several Greek prepositions that enter into the baptisms of the New Testa- 
ment. He has given them earnest attention and with results so manifestly truthful, as to leave 
nothing more to be required.... 

The Advance. 

Johannic Baptism is fully equal to its predecessors in learning, logic, keen analysis, wide investi- 
gation, critical acumen and judgment, and success in establishing his positions by incontestable ar- 
gument. No justice can be done to the book in a brief statement of its idea; for it pours a flood of 
light on all the forms of language used in the New Testament on this subject by its clear discrimi- 
nation, its inflexible refusal to allow anything to be assumed without proof, its crucial tests. . . . 

We confess to a positive admiration to the strength and skill displayed by Dr. Dale in this work, 
which turns all the batteries of the Baptists against themselves... . 


The Lutheran. 
. . . Ina word, the argument, thoroughly considered as it is in all its bearings, is so clear and con- 
vincing, that the conclusion of the whole seems naturally to suggest itself. ‘*The Mass” of Rome is 
not God’s sacrifice, the dipping of ‘the Theory ’’ is not God’s Baptism. . 


Reformed Church Messenger. 
The discussion of the subject is able and thorough, and the conclusions reached irresistible. The 
author shows himself master of his theme. ... 


New York Evangelist. 

Johannic Baptism shows the same patient investigation and close discrimination, and leaves the 
Dippists paralyzed and helpless amid their own inconsistencies... Any modest Baptist, after 
reading this book, would scarcely wish to repeat the old stereotyped assertion as to the invariable 
meaning of Baptizo. With the utmost good nature, and with entire self-possession, Dr. Dale, we 
think, has fairly driven his antagonists out of the field,.., 
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S°A great and good work for Scripture exegesis.” 


% CONOLUSIVE DISCUSSION OF JOHN’S BAPTISM,” - « «  Pror. H. B. Suira, D.D. 

* MosT MASTERLY PHILOLOGICAL DISCUSSION,” . Sah 6 é Pror. J. C. Morrat, D.D. 

‘* TRIUMPHANTLY SUSTAINED THROUGHOUT,” . . SOP ie Pror, D. 8S. Taucorr, D.D. 
‘¢NMLAIN POSITION INCONTESTABLY ESTABLISHED,” . ° . Pror. H. C. ALexanpeEr, D.D, 
‘WEALTH OF ORIGINALITY WITHOUT PARALLEL,” . d 6 Pror. C. W. Scuarrrer, D.D. 
‘6s THE THEORY’ 18 EXPOSED AND DEMOLISHED,” = 5 . PresipEnT W. Lorp, D.D. 
‘THE STANDARD AS TO THIS CONTROVERSY,” e ° ° e PrResipent J. Enwarvs, D.D. 


, 
Proressor B. M. Smiru, Union Theol. Sem., VIRGINIA. 


I have looked through the sheets of Johannic Baptism with increased admiration for the successful 
vindication of your principles and conclusions. You have demolished the strongholds of ‘the 
theory ;’”’ and in your scholarly and discriminating view of John’s Baptism you have left nothing to 
be desired, whether for sustaining your great proposition as to the meaning of the word or the in- 
terpretation of the particles combined with its usage. I have been particularly gratified by your 
triumphant exhibition of the local force of the preposition év connected with (azriSw, and your clear 
and forcible presentation of eis following, and showing the relation to psrdvora, dpeots apapridys 
&c. You are doing a great and good work for Scripture exegesis, in illustrating the true method 
of tracing the ‘‘ Natural History,” so to speak, of an important word... . 


Proressor H. B. Smitu, D.D., Union Theol. Sem., New Yor. 


I have read your work with great interest and profit. It seems to me to be a conclusive and ex- 
haustive discussion of John’s Baptism, and gives its real and only New Testament and patristic 
sense. I marvel that you can so patiently hunt up the truth and depose the errors. Your work not 
only does credit to our church, but also to the sacred philology of our country. It is a monument of 
learning and ability.... 

Proresson STEPHEN YERKES, Danville Theol. Sem., KenrucKY. 


I have not been able to give Johannic Baptism that careful and thoughtful reading I desire and 
purpose. I acknowledge the clearness and ability with which your ideas are presented; and also 
the patience and thoroughness of research, the philological and exegetical knowledge and strength, 
you have exhibited throughout this whole discussion of the Baptism question. I appreciate very 
highly the service you have rendered to the Church and the cause of truth... . 


Proressor J. T. Cooper, D.D., Theol. Sem., U. P., PENNSYLVANIA. 


I cannot refrain from congratulating you upon the happy and successful manner in which you hava 
vindicated the truth in relation to John’s Baptism. If any regard is to be paid to reason and argu- 
ment, your work should bring this controversy to an end. . «6 


Prorgessor James C. Morrat, D.D., Princeton Theol. Sem., NEw JERSEY. 


If there isto be an end to controversy on a point of philology, this isthe way toreachit. The perse- 
verance with which you are following up the subject into all its relations, and the completeness and 
consistency of the work, so far, promise to culminate in the production of an exhaustive argument. 
If finished in the style of what is already done, your work will be one of the most masterly philologi- 
cal discussions in our language. ... 


e Rev. J. W. Moors, Austin, Arkansas. 


Nothing could have afforded me more pleasure than the perusal of your views on Johannic Bap- 
tism. If ever a novel reader enjoyed a new work as much as I did the reading of those sheets, I can 
only say, he had a happy time while engaged init.... 

Rev. Joun L. Ricnuarps, Big Rock, Illinois, 


I have read the sheets of Johannic Baptism twice, some three times. The plan, the logic, the 
gtyle, the spirit, the learning, and the power of these volumes will doubtless command (at least) the 
(silent) admiration of every intelligent immersionist, and mark a new era in the Baptismal contro- 
versy...- 

Dr. J. Epwarpvs, Peoria, Illinois. 

.. . And now having read all three parts of your great work, 1 join with all the church in thank- 

My highest anticipations have been met and realized, Iconcur with those who have 


ing you for it. 
As your work stands it is henceforth the Thesaurus, and the Standard 


praised your labors the most. 
as to this controversy. 
Presipenrt Wituis Lorp, D.D., Wooster University, OH10. 

I cannot tell you with how deep an interest I have read the thiré part of your great work on Bap- 
tism. In my view ‘‘ the theory,” as you gently name it, is exposed and demolished as it has never 
been before. If truth can end it, it will perish. The completion of your work, in the manner in 
which it has so far been done, ought to secure you the gratitude of the whole Church of Obrist. 


s 


“¢ ASSUMPTIONS OF THE THEORY THOROUGHLY REFUTED,”’ . Prof. James Strong, D.D. 








‘(INTERPRETATION OF SCRIPTURE EMINENTLY FAIR,’’, . Prof. J. R. Wilson, DD. 
‘¢CoRDIAL APPROVAL OF THE CHRISTIAN CHURCH,’ . . Prof. W. S. Plumer, D.D. 
‘FULLY PROVED YOUR POINT NINETY-NINE TIMES,” . ET Of : 

‘(THE THEORY IS EXPOSED AND DEMOLISHED,” . 6 . Pres. Willis Lord, D.D. 


TuEoLoGiIcaL SEMINARY, Episcopan, ALEXANDEIA.—Prof. J. Packard, D.D. 


“ Johannic Baptism is characterized by the same exhaustive appeal to the usage of Garrivw, and 
the prepositions connected with it, as your previous works. This appeal to usage must settle the 
controversy, ifanything can. I shall commend all your works.”’ 


THEOLOGICAL SemMINARY, Hamppen Sypnzy.—Prof. B. M. Smith, D.D. 


“ Your scholarly and discriminating view of John’s Baptism leaves nothing to be desived, whether 
for sustaining your great proposition as to the true meaning of the word in its religious as well as 
tropical meaning, or the interpretation of the particles which are combined with its usage. I have 
been particularly gratified by your triumphant exhibition of the local force of tv when connected 
with Garrivw, and your clear and forcible presentation of the power of «/s. You are doing a great 
and good work both for Scripture exegesis and for settling on irrefragable grounds the meaning of 
this long-discussed word.” 


Western THEnoLogicat Seminary.—Prof. 8. J. Wilson, D.D. 


“T have examined the points to which you directed my attention, and it seems to me these points 
are made good. Your discussions open up to me a new world on that subject. To me your argument 
is intensely interesting and carries conviction with it. My appreciation of your work increases with 
every volume.” 


Auvsurn THEOLOGICAL Seminany.—Prof. W. J. Beecher. 


“You have invested this discussion with fresh interest and increased light. The view given of 
Mark 7:4 is tenable, and the translation of John 1:25 is vindicated. (@dmricya has not, in my 
judgment, any physical usage in the New Testament. And the usage of the phrase Garricpa 
ueravotas proves that peravora is the differentia characterizing John’s baptism as distinguished from 
other baptisms. It is imperative that els dfeow dpaprwv be taken as the verbal or ideal element de- 
manded by Ginrricua. Your reasoning is complete as against the current Baptist syllogism, ‘Barritw 
requires an enveloping element: that element can be nothing else than water: therefore the water 
must be an enveloping element.’ You have conclusively proved that something else not only may 
be, but is, the enveloping element. That GazriSw so controls the use of the water as to demand en- 
velopment within it, you have, indeed, exposed as pure error. In view of your discussion, either 
with or without the emendations which my present views would require, I unhesitatingly answer 
your final question, ‘Can despair prolong the controversy?’ Not logically.” 


Wooster University.—President W. Lord, D.D. 
es 


“T cannot tell you with how deep an interest I have read the third part of your great work on 
Baptism. In my view, the Theory, as you gently name it, is exposed and demolished, as it never 
has been before. If truth can end it, it will perish. The completion of your work, in the manner in 
which it has been so far done, ought to secure you the gratitude of the whole Church of Christ.”’ 


AtpHgus Crossy, Professor of Greek, Darthmouth College. 


“ Johannic Baptism, from its very extensive and minute research, its closeness and keenness of 
logic, and its corruscations of humor and wit, I have found very interesting. I have truly marvelled 
at your patience in stopping against the ‘immersionists’ every actual, probable, possible, imaginary, 
improbable, and impossible hole; and when you had proved a point ninety-nine times, still proving 
it the hundredth lest some one should fancy that your work was not otherwise quite complete. The 
general views which you present of the uses of Garrivw and év (also es), it seems to me, cannot be 


refuted.” 
WM. RUTTER & CO., Publishers, 


SEVENTH AND CHERRY Srs., PHILADELPHIA, 


Price, $4.00; tc Ministers $3.50. 
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(Caristic AND y ATRISTIC BAPTISM. 


The Inquiry into the meaning of Gatrifw, as determined by USAGE through a THOUSAND YEARS, and 
as that meaning bears on Christian baptism, is now completed. 


Crassic Bartism shows that Garri{w demands a THOROUGH CHANGE OF CONDITION for its object: 1. 
By INTUSPOSITION (usually within a fluid), by any form of act, without limitation of time; 2. Without 
intusposition, by any controlling, penetrating, pervading, and therefore assimilating influence, however 
applied, and without limitation of time. 


Jupaic Baptism shows.the same primary and secondary meanings in relation to ships sunk and men 
drunk ; and also, the application of the secondary meaning to ceremonially purifying religious rites, 
whereby is secured a new specifically changed condition and meaning—to purify ceremonially. 


JOHANNIC Baptism abandons the use of the primary meaning within the sphere of physics, but intro- 
duces itin a new and ideal sphere, by representing the soul as passing into a spiritual element—repent- 
ance, remission of sins—under the influence of the Holy Spirit, and by a rite in which water (occupying 
the position of symbol agency) symbolizes, by its purifying nature, this thoroughly changed spiritual 
condition. The water in its use has no dependence whatever on Barrifw. 


CuHRISTIC Baptism shows the same rejection of the physical sphere, and presents the Lord Jesus 
Christ (the slain Lamb of God, whose atoning blood cleanseth from all sin) as the ideal element, by 
passing into which the spiritual condition of the soul is thoroughly changed, and also, a rite in which 
water (still in the position of symbol agency) symbolizes, by its purifying nature, this purified spiritual 
condition. This baptism into the Lord Jesus is preparative for and causative of the further and ulti- 
mate real baptism into the Name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost. 


PaTRISTIC BAPTISM shows outside of the religious sphere the same meanings as in Classic and Judaic 
Baptism, and within the religious sphere the same ideal use asin Johannic and Christic Baptism. It 
departs from them, however, by merging symbol in the real baptism, and making the water co-active 
with the Holy Spirit in effecting the real baptism. It also exhibits Garri$w (having absorbed the orig- 
inal phrase) with the acquired meaning—éo purify spiritually. 


‘ 


(The following extract was not designed for publication. Butas these volumes are from a “ country 
pastor” for pastors, and this pastor “one of the best gospel preachers in the world” (as recently 
declared by a leading periodical in a critical notice on ‘‘ Discourses of Redemption’’) testifies that they 
may be of service to the class for whom tney were especially designed, I venture to print it.] 


“OUGHT TO BE TRUE,” 


“T have been looking forward with great interest and high expectation to your CuristTic Baptism, for 
which Classic, Judaic, and Johannic Baptism had whetted my appetite. I welcome it because of the 
gratification I feel in seeing how an argument thus cumulating step by step would at last culminate 
with the greatest power. I never really perceived the greatness of the issues involved in this question 
until after I had read your books. Distaste for questions of ritual and disgust with the clatter about 
‘Barri$w’ and ‘dip’ turned my attention from the subject. In reading your sheets I have feit all the 
while a great longing, amid pressing duties, for a solid week or two with nothing else to think about 
but a thorough investigation of the subject. . .. Allow me to say with the greatest sincerity that I feel 
under great obligations to you for this volume. I had read your previous volumes with great interest 
and felt that you had effectually ‘knocked the bottom out’ of the theory (ofttimes so dogmatically and 
arrogantly thrust upon the Christian world) of baptism as an act, and that act a dipping and nothing 
butadipping. But with a much profounder interest have [ read this application of the results of your 
previous investigation to the interpretation of the New Testament Christian Baptism. I have too little 
time for examination to justify me in pronouncing very confidently as to many of the details of your 
expositions. But I feel confident that in the general results of your investigation, showing that the 
real baptism of the soul by the Holy Ghost into Jesus Christ through the instrumentality of repentance 
and faith is the primary idea of the New Testament ‘Baptize’ and ‘Baptism,’ and that the ritual bap- 
tism with water is the mere secondary meaning to be taken as the meaning only when the context 
plainly connected water with the word—you have truly found the mind of the Spirit. 

“J am persuaded that any one reading the New Testament with the key which you have furnished, 
will find the haziness and mists that have always hung over some of the most vital statements of the 
way of salvation under the too current idea of baptism as primarily ritual, all cleared away; and 
whether such an one may beable to follow you in your nice philological arguments or not, he will fect 
that your conclusions ought to be true, since they so fully and clearly explain what, on the too current 
theory, is confused and inexplicable. In preaching from the passage:—‘ He that believeth and is bap- 
tized shall besaved,’ with your key to explain the apparent disagreement between this and the previous 
statement of the terms by Jesus :—‘ He that believeth on the Son hath everlasting life,’ I found that 
the people were greatly struck with it, and had many difficulties relieved by it; especially that of appa- 
rently a mere ritual element being introduced into the terms of salvation. Your general method oft 
handling the subject is very effective; a less polemic treatment would have prevented your showing so 
clearly a thorough acquaintance with what the most reliable Biblical critics have said to the contrary 
of your expositions, and pointing out their failures to relieve the Scriptures from the confusion andi 
haziness that the current ideas impose upon their language. Your method involves much repetition, 
but I do not yet see that you could have avoided that without impairing the force and clearness of* 
your argument. ! 

“T assure you that no one in the Church feels under greater obligation to you for your noble works,. 
even if you are (as one of your Metropolitan Baptist critics says) only a ‘Country Pastor.’ 

Yours truly, “SruaRT ROBINSON.” 


X 
JupGMENT OF SCHOLARS. 


“SCHOLARLY, ABLE, AND OVERWHELMING,” . . . ee «es be » & STUART Rusinson, D-D. 
‘SURPRISED AT THE EXTENT OF STUDY,” . + «+ + © © © # © © * Pror. J. PACKARD, D.D. 
“A SCHOLARLY ESSAY AND OF MUCH VALUE,” ... . + + + + + « PROF. Puitip ScuaFF, D.D 
“You ARE MAKING THOROUGH WORK,” . ... + + + + + «© « « » PROF. TAaYLER LEWIS. 
“TNCOMPARABLE IN THOROUGHNESS, CANDOR, ACCEPTABILITY,”. . . . Pror. W. F. WarREN, D.D. 
“NOBLE CONTRIBUTION TO OUR POLEMICS, SO CALM, SO SPIRITUAL, SO 

IN KEEPING WITH THE WHOLE CHRISTIAN SYSTEM,” . . +. + ¢ + JONATHAN Epwarps, D.D. 


Sruarr Rosinson, D.D., Louisville, Kentucky. 


“have read CHRISTIC BAPTISM with much profit, as well as pleasure to myself. I have not been 
able, through pressure of other duties, to go into a critical examination of several interpretations that 
are new to me, of leading passages of the New Testament, setting forth the way of Salvation. It 
appears to me that your interpretations evince, in a remarkable degree, a self-evidencing power that 
carries conviction with it. For they certainly relieve these passages of the obscurity and perplexities 
that attach to them under any otherrexposition that I have read. Your philological argument con- 
cerning the signification of ‘ Baptize’ and ‘ Baptism,’ as primarily denoting the real spipitual baptism 
of the soul, and only secondarily denoting ritual baptism, is scholarly, able, and overwhelming. Your 
book should be in the hands of all our ministry.” 


PROFESSOR H. BANNISTER, D.D., Garrett Theological Institute, Illinois. 


“TJ have not had as much opportunity for a close and critical study of Curistic Baptism as I could 
desire; but, what examination [ have given, Vie g me tosay lam very much pleased with your 
work. Classic Baptism prepared me to expect mnuch and well of what should follow. Such a work is 
much needed among our ministry.” 


PrusIDENT W. F. WARREN, D.D., Boston University, Massachusetts. 


“From the terms of your invitation, to read and pass judgment, I feel at liberty to use all frankness 
in my communication. The portion I have read strikes me as of remarkable excellence, both as to 
matter and manner. Your allusions to our Baptist brethren arein good taste, and in a thoroughly 
Christian spirit, while your exposé of the deficiencies of their premises and conclusions is very happy. 
Some points I should wish to consider very carefully before accepting; but, in the main, I regard the 
treatise as a very valuable one. I doubt if anything has been written in America comparable with it 
in thoroughness, candor, and acceptability to all Poedobaptist Christians.” 


PROFESSOR J. PACKARD, D.D., Epis. Theo. Sem., Alexandria, Virginia. 


“T consider CHRISTIC BAPTISM a valuable contribution to our literature on that subject. I cannot 
quite agree with you in your exegesis of some passages. I must understand the baptizing or as Tre- 
gelles’ text has it, having baptized them, &c., of Matt. 28:19 as literal and referring to the initiatory 
sacrament of baptism, as the mode of admission into the Christian church, ‘In the name, &c., asa 
summary of the faith, and as signifying that they were enlisted into the service of the Trinity; while 
it is not necessarily a prescribed form of baptism, it very naturally came to be used as such. : 

“Tt is a peculiarity of N.T. Greek which adds év to the instrumental dative ddart, év Bdart (Butt- 
man’s N. T. Gram. p. 182). I agree with you that in Rom. 6: baptism is put for what was signified by it. 
In John 3:5 the negative form is so peremptory and universal that it excludes from salvation all not 
‘baptized and therefore (not mentioning other reasons) the sacrament of baptism is not referred to. I 
have no doubt that your work will promote the truth of the Gospel.” 


PROFESSOR W. J. BeEcuER, D.D., Theo. Sem., Auburn, New York. 


““'T have been accustomed to suppose that Jesus owed an outward allegiance to that particular move- 
‘mentin the kingdom of God in which his lot was cast—the mission of John, and in token of this he 
received John’s baptism, This does not exclude the other and grander meaning of the baptism pre- 
sented in your book. Your argument on ‘in the Holy Ghost’ certainly makes out a strong case in 
‘favor-of your view. I see no point where the construction you propose will not meet the requirements 
of the case. Yet there is another view. . . Baptism the personal Holy Ghost nto the remission of sins 
that is a baptism in which the personal Holy Ghost searches and interpenetrates every part of the being 
of a man,and so brings him into Christ, seems to me an idea so full of godly meaning that I am loth to 
give it up. In this use, of course, ‘in’ does not denote envelopment, or modal act of any kind, but only 
a specific‘kind of instrumentality. [Such agency of the Holy Ghost is that which I would inculeate.—D.] 

‘Most of the points in the baptism of the 3000 and of Saul ara well taken, and yet I am not quite 
ee At eed me ee se ue pee in those cases. . . . I hope that our age may produce scholars 
who may investigate each point o eological science as faithfully a ) 
Se ccioniad cane aan log y and as successfully as you have 


JONATHAN EDWARDS, D.D., (late) President of Washington and Jefferson Colleges. 


“Your work has baptized me. I have never before so clearly (or clearly at all) seen my way out of 
ritualistic confusion and entanglement. Iam very favorably impressed with your argument, and, for 
aught I now recall of its material and its processes, am convinced by it. At my leisure I shall review 
and reflect upon it, but at present it strikes me as being not merely ingenious, but highly probable. It 
ade ae cone ate at the same time so calm, so spiritual, so in keeping with 
the whole Christian system, tha’ ound the perusal eminently edifying. And whe 
I yas reas, wih all my he fo ain the Doxology. : ve we ee 

‘Ihave read-your works on this subject from the beginning. Receive, dear Brother, my congratula- 
tions that by the Lord's grace you have been enabled to do such a w f for Aen 
Hone Daou, Py ork and so well, for sound learning 
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SUDGMENT OF SCHOLARS. 


‘*BATITIZEIN EIZ RELATES TO AN IDEAL ELEMENT,” . 2... « « « « « CHANCELLOR CROSBY. 
“COMPLETE CHANGE IN THE BAPTIST CONTROVERSY,”. . . . . . . . . . PROFESSOR BROWN. 
“PERMANENT PLACE IN AMERICAN THEOLOGY,” . .... . .. . . . « PRESIDENT Hurst. 
“CROWNING CONCLUSION IN ABILITY OF ARGUMENT,”. .. .. .. . . . PROFESSOR SMITH. 
“TRULY A WORK OF IMMENSE RESEARCH,”., . . .. .. . . . . . » « PRESIDENT WOOLSEY. 
“SOONER OR LATER BECOME ECUMENICAL,” . ..... +... +... . « PRESIDENT LORD. 


CHANCELLOR Howarp CrosBy, New York University, N. Y. 


“Examining your book is like reading an encyclopedia. I think you successfully show that in 
Christic Baptism the water is a ‘symbol agency.’ .. . agree with you that GarriCew eis relates to an 
ideal element in the New Testament. . . . Your books are not treatises, but ‘hesawruses, and show a pro- 
digious amount of labor and. care, for which you deserve the thanks of all Christian men.” 


Proressor P. ScHarr, Union Theo. Sem., New York. 
“T looked hastily over your proofsywhich certainly are a scholarly essay and of much value.” 


PRoFEsSOR S. J. WiLson, Western Theo. Sem., Pennsylvania. 


“Your argument steadily increases in interest and in power. I am surprised at the amount of 
labor and research which you have bestowed on the subject.” 


PROFESSOR S. YERKES, Danville Theo. Sem., Kentucky. 


“No competent person can doubt for a moment the scholarly and thorough treatment of Christic and 
Patristic Baptism. Whatever differences of opinion may obtain touching some of the difficult points 
you discuss, even your opponents, if at all candid, must admit the learning and ingenuity displayed in 
the conduct of the argument. . . . I cannot, myself, accept your interpretation of the Great Commis- 
sion. A more protracted study of your exegesis might change my views; but, at present, I arn obliged 
to dissent. But while candor requires me to say this, it also requires me to say, that I consider Christic 
and Patristic Baptism a work of uncommon merit; and that I verily believe you have rendered most 
important services to truth and sound learning, and to the Church of Christ. It will take time to learn 
their effect. But I shall be mistaken if they do not exert a far greater and more radical influence on 
this questio vexata than anything which has preceded your treatises.” 


Proressor S. C. BarTLuTT, Chicago, Theo. Sem., Iilinois. 


“J wish to express to you my recognition of the greatness of the labor you have performed in Christie 
and Patristic Baptism, and of the important bearing of the facts and arguments you have presented in 
settling the question—What is Christian Baptism?” ‘ 


Proressor I. A. BRown, Lutheran Theo. Sem., Gettysburg, Penna. 


“J find your discussion eminently discriminating, and your distinctions carefully drawn. It 
requires as much care to fully master your discussion as to master a standard work in metaphysics. .. . 
Your volumes make a complete change in the Baptist controversy. You have fairly put the Baptists 
on the defensive.” 


PRESIDENT J. F. Hurst, Drew Theo. Sem., New Jersey. 


“T must acknowledge my great indebtedness for your masterly work on ‘Christic Baptism.’ You 
cover the entire subject. Your extensive researches, your profound sympathy with the theme, and 
your method of treatment, have enabled you to produce a work, which not only meets a great want, 
but will, L trust, occupy a permanent place in American Theology. I congratulate you on your success.” 


PRESIDENT T. D. WootsEy, Yale College, Connecticut. 


“ Accept my thanks for Christic and Patristic Baptism. It is truly a work of immense research. After 
examination of Matt. 28:19 and your development of your view (during as much time as I could spare 
when I happened to be very busy) I am obliged to say that I must, at present, see ritual baptism* in it.” 


W. Hamiton, D.D., Head Master Belfast Academy, Ireland, and Professor Hanover College, Ind. 


“Your books, in my mind, settle the question beyond all reasonable dispute. They must, in due 
time, revolutionize public sentiment on the subject... .. Your method of attacking point after point, 
preparatory to a grand assault upon the central position, is. resistless. Your four volumes form an 
encyclopedia of knowledge on the subject without which no inquirer for the future can pretend to 
investigate the ordinance of Baptism.” 


PRESIDENT WILLIS LORD, Wooster University, Ohio. 


“Christic and Patristic Baptism seems to me quite as remarkable for fresh, fair, and exhaustive 
investigation as the volumes which preceded it. I demur, indeed, at a few of your exegetical details. 
With reference, however, to your main positions on the subject, they are incontrovertibly established. 
Such a variety of evidence, and so clear, conclusive, Onsen DOE must command assent. And whileI 
do not Jook for any widespread and confessed change among the friends of ‘the theory’ for the present, 
I am yet persuaded that your essential views and conclusions in this matter, will, sooner or later, become 
ecumenical. Certainly this must be so, if truth can prevail in the Church. Personally I have enjoyed 
and been benefited by your labors, beyond what I can tell you.” 








* That a ritual baptism belongs to Christianity is a concluded point. Whether Matt. 28:19 was designed to give 
the formula for such service is an open question. The N. T. gives no example of such use by the Apostles. Its 
very early use was accompanied with the acknowledgment that the Apostles did not use this formula, but did use 
another. The solution of this question does not rest on this Inquiry. Its determination, one way or the other, in 
no wise affects its principles or its results. Its determination at allis not vital, yet rich in the profoundest instruc- 
tion. Therefore, while only adjacent to this Inquiry, it has received the fullest consideration.—D. 


JUDGMENT OF PERIODICALS. 


PRESBYTERIAN QUARTERLY AND PRINCETON REVIEW. 


“With Christic and Patristic Baptism Dr. Dale concludes his indefatigable and learned investigations 
{nto the usage of a single word during a period of a thousand years. Whatever judgment may be 
formed as to some of his positions, all will agree in admiring his scholarly enthusiasm, his immense 
research, his skill and ingenuity, as well as his candor in the management of a very difficult subject. 
He has undoubtedly shed light on many important points, and given new and valuable interpretations 
to passages of Scripture, nad to the patristic usage. Even where he may have spiritualized the sense 
of the word to a greater degree than we have been wont to do, he has still opened the way to needful 
investigations. It isan indispensable work to all who engage in this controversy ; and we bespeak for 
it a cordial reception. Wepropose to have it noticed in our Review at some future time, more fully, 
by a competent critic.” 


CHURCH AND StTaTE (Episcopal), New York. 


“Christic and Patristic Baptism is the fourth of a remarkable series of books. ... . _In discussing a 
subject rather dry and dreary to most readers, he gives a life and pleasantness to the discussion by un- - 
swerving good humor and suavity of manner. He is always gentlemanly; he indulges in no bitterness 
of tone or language; and though he does keenly expose contradictions, illogical absurdities and strange 
confusion of words and ideas in the Baptist Confessions and standard defences, yet he dogs not perform 
his work in a boastful or unkind spirit. If one must be confuted in an important controversy, he might 
well wish to be handled by such an antagonist as Dr. Dale. Considered as a propugnaculum contra Bap- 
tistas these volumes are invaluable. The author has received from every quarter the most gratifying 


assurances of complete success..... His interpretations of various passages of Scripture are fre- 
quently adverse to the views adopted by our Church in her services and standards, especially the bap- 
tisimal service and the catechism. .... The Fathers were, of course, wrong according to Dr. Dale; but 


he does not, on this account, think it necessary to use harsh or improper language in regard to them.” 


THE ADVANCE (Congregational), Illinois. 


“Dr. Dale has gained a well-earned repute as the most thorough investigator of the meaning 
and implications of the Greek word Garrisw, that has yet appeared in the ranks of biblical scholars. 
.... Christic and Patristic Baptism concludes his scholarly inquiries. The discussion is conducted 
with exceeding care and thoroughness, and with a rigorous adherence to Greek usage. He.riddles ‘the 
theory’ of our Baptist brethren through and through..... While his general exposition will meet - 
with acceptance and must eventually make a deep impression on scholarly Baptists, his explanations 
of specific passages will occasion more doubt. We are not yet convinced that he is correct... .. But 
while on such points he makes a more difficult argument to answer than many would anticipate, and 
possibly may yet revolutionize current ideas, his main positions are in no wise dependent upon his 
success in these cases. They only show his independence of mind and his anxiety to gain the Scriptu- 
ral conception and to maintain Greek usage. .... Patristic Baptism Dr. Dale finds to involve curious 
additional points. He sheds much light on this matter. . . . Dr. Dale has virtually finished the contro- 
versy on this subject, and in time ‘the theory’ for which Baptists have unhappily contended with such 
misguided consciences, will die out of intelligent minds.” 


THE CHRISTIAN INTELLIGENCER (Reformed [Dutch]), New York. 


“This massive volume completes Dr. Dale’s series of learned volumes on Baptism. ... . The most 
cursory glance at these two works (Christic and Patristic Baptism), in one volume, suffices to show the 
writer’s laborious and extended learning, his logical power, and his critical skill. Wedo not wonder 
that our Baptist friends find it difficult to answer his powerful arguments. The ‘country pastor’ of 
Pennsylvania, has garnered full sheaves from the literature of more than a thousand years. These 
volumes constitute the most complete thesaurus of this controversy accessible to English readers,” 


THE CONGREGATIONALIST, Massachusetts. 


“A divine, in the middle of the phlegmatic State of Pennsylvania has been, by Classic, Judaic, 
Johannic, Christic and Patristic Baptism, troubling the Baptist Israel. .... It is our impression that 
the policy of ignoring these repeated onslaughts of this ‘country pastor’ has been found to be, on the 
whole, easier than to try to answer them—they certainly have not been answered. The time has now 
come, however, when something will have to be done about it, or confession made that ‘the theory’ has 
no logical ground to rest upon. Dr. Dale shows that the notion ‘that Christian baptism consisted in a 
water dipping,’ was a novelty unheard of in the history of the Church for more than fifteen hundred 
years, and is an absolute abandonment of the baptism of inspiration. This result must be rather stun- 
ning to those who have nursed the idea that they were the only really baptized persons in the Christian 
worlds ai. It remains for our Baptist brethren to overturn the patient and solid reasoning of these 
tremendous volumes—if they can. Not to undertake it will be to confess judgment; and to succeed 
they have to do their work so that it will stand the judgment of impartial philology.” 


CENTRAL CHRISTIAN ADVOCATE (Methodist), Missouri. 


“<The Cup and the Cross,’ an exposition of the Baptism of Calvary, was presented by Dr. Dale, before 
the Synod of Philadelphia, and published at their request. The author has already won a deservedly 
great reputation by his treatises on Baptism. We advise the purchase of these books.” 


Paciric CHRISTIAN ADVOCATE (Methodist), Oregon. 


“Let none suppose these volumes a mere compilation. Some years ago we had occasion to ‘read up’ 
on this subject, and not only do we consider Dr. Dale’s works the most learned and exhaustive, but the 
most original and readable of the scores of works we have met with. They will do more to settle the 
question of mode, than any other uninspired works ever published.” 


RICHMOND CHRISTIAN ADVOCATE (Methodist), Virginia. 


“We should like to copy ‘The Cup and the Cross; or, the Baptism of Calvary,’ bodily into our columng, 
to enlarge its influence, and to give to thousands of our readers some of the pleasure its perusal has 

iven to us. The author's thorough study of the subject is already given in four learned volumes. 
These works push immersionists and_their doctrines to the extreme of unclassical, unscriptural and 
illogical pretension. . . . . The conclusions of the author are elaborately argued and well sustained.” 


INQUIRY COMPLETED. JUDGMENT oF SCHOLARS. 
“ Thesaurus.” “ Masterly.” “ Standard.” “ Final.” - 





PROFESSOR WILLIS J. BEECHER, D.D., Auburn Theol. Sem., NEw YORK. 


“VY have just finished reading your book. Thanks for the pleasure and the profit of it. Iam inter- 
ested in tracing through the discussion a certain generic difference of view between us, combined with 
What seems to me an absolute identity of view in regard to the main question. . . . You have certainly 
demonstrated, that the intusposition demanded by Banrivo is without self-limitation as to time and 
without limitation as to the form of the act; that Gamritw eis brings into a new condition, which in 
the New Testament is never water, or any other purely physical element or condition; that the dative, 
with or without év, as an adjunct of Gazritw in the active voice, expresses agency and not receptive 
element. ... The Fathers certainly use Ganri{w characteristically to express a thorough change in 
the condition of the baptized person, and not a mere covering in the water. I regard the evidence 
adduced by you as substantiating the following 

SuMMARY RESULTS: 

“1, BATITIZQ belongs to that class of verbs (to cover, to bury; to dye, to imbue) which expresses con- 
dition to be effected by some act, the form of the act being left at will. This word demanding, in 
general, a thorough change of condition, and, in particular, (1.) A thorough change of condition by 
intusposition ; (a.) within a permeable element, (b.) without limitation of time, (c.) by any competent 
act; thus bringing the baptized object, in the fullest degree, under the characteristic quality or power 
of the investing element. (2.) A thorough change of condition without intusposition; (a.) by any act 
(pouring water on hot iron) or influence (wine drunk) which exerts a penetrating, pervading, and assim- 
ilating power over its object conforming it to the characteristic quality of the baptizing agency ; (b.) by 
any agency which has a legal power (sprinkled blood, heifer ashes), or putative power (Patristic water) 
thoroughly to change the condition; (c.) by a divinely appointed symbol (pure water) without legal or 
putative power to change the condition in fact, but whose characteristic (physically purifying) fitly 
symbolizes a spiritually purifying agency, and therefore, in a rite, symbolly changes the condition in 
conformity with the characteristic of the symbolized agency. 

“2. BAITIZQ EIS, in organic relation, expresses the passing of the baptized object into a new ele- 
ment (real or ideal) without withdrawal, and therefore expresses the subjection of the baptized object, 
in the fullest degree, to the characteristic influence of such element. 

“3. BATITIZQ EN in combination does not exhibit the verb in the active voice with the preposition 
indicating the receiving element, in ordinary and characteristic use. This preposition with the verb 
in the passive voice indicates the baptized object as already within and abiding within the receiving 
element. In the New Testament this preposition never indicates the complementary idea of the verb, 
but points out the agency (real or symbol) by which the baptism is effected. 

“4. BATITIZMA originates in the New Testament and never expresses physical covering, but always 
(directly or by association) thoroughly changed spiritual condition. : 

“5, CHRISTIAN Baptism is a thoroughly changed condition of the soul effected by the Holy Ghost 
through the efficacy of the atoning blood of Jesus Christ. 

“6, RITUAL CHRISTIAN Baptism is real Christian Baptism symbolized (as purifying the soul) by pure 
water applied to the body (by pouring or sprinkling or other equivalent modes) and presenting a visible 
seal of the promises of God under the conditions of the covenant. It is in itself the technical passing 
into a thoroughly changed condition of outward personal relation to the visible kingdom of God. 

“7, A DIPPING INTO WATER ts not Christian Baptism nor, as such, any Baptism. Such use of the ritual 
water can only be recognized, in Christian charity, by rejecting the dipping as no element in the Christian 
rite and basing the validity solely on the presence and use of pure water. 

IN FINE, 
your investigation seems to me to be a complete scientific study of the subject and, in its main results, 
final. Iam confident that your work, now completed, is standard, and will circulate more widely as it 
becomes better known.” 


PROFESSOR LEONARD Bacon, D.D., New Haven Theol. Sem., CONNECTICUT. 


“Tf any man would study the subject of Baptism thoroughly, minutely, and exhaustively, he can find 
no better thesaurus of learning and of suggestive thought than you have provided for him in these 
volumes. I admire your industry, the force of your argumentation, the freshness, and oftentimes the 
originality of your views. .. . I thank you heartily for your great contribution to the literature of a 
subject on which good men have differed so long.” 


PRESIDENT J. F. Hurst, D.D., Drew Theol. Sem., New JERSEY. 

“Your masterly work on Christic Baptism covers the entire subject. Your extensive researches, your 
profound sympathy with the theme, and your method of treatment, have enabled you to produce a 
work which not only meets a great want, but will, I trust, occupy a permanent place in American 
theology. I congratulate you on your success.” 93 


~ JUDGMENT oF SCHOLARS. e 


“Tp OUGHT TO HAVE BEEN IN GERMAN,” ....- + + + 6+ © © ee # & Pror. MARCH. 
“BoRNE OUT NINE TIMES OUT OF TEN, IF NOT ALWAYS,”. . . «+ + + + + POF. ALEXANDER. 
“BASIER TO EXPRESS DISSENT THAN TO ANSWER YOUR REASONS,” . . . . + PROF. BURROUGHS. 
“LET THEM ANSWER—( they can,”. 2 . « + 2 + 2 2 . . Rev. Dr. HUNTER. 
“BAPTISTS MUST OVERTURN THESE TREMENDOUS VOLUMES—%f they can,”. . . CONGREGATIONALIST. 
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Proressor F, A. Marcu, LL.D., La Fayette College, Pennsylvania. 


“T have looked through your opus magnum; and lay it down with the thought uppermost that it 
ought to have been in German. We do not look for such devoted and protracted labor on minute 
points of scholarship in America. : 

“The patristic part is the most interesting, as a matter of philology; it is so much more difficult. 
Many of your discussions are very ingenious, I congratulate you on having brought so great a work 
to so successful a completion.” 


Proressor B. M. SmirH, Union Theo. Sem., Virginia. 


“T regret that I have not had command of time to write you any full notice of Christic and 
Patristic Baptism, which is such a crowning conclusion in ability of argument and discussion, and 


clearness of results, to the whole series. . . .” x 


Proressor H.C, ALEXANDER, Union Theo. Sem., Virginia. 


“Christie and Patristic Baptism is a worthy crown to the series. . . . For a year or more I have been 
trying your theories all through the New Testament, in a course of consecutive study, and have found 
them borne out (certainly nine times out of ten, if not always) by the phenomena of the language as 
exhibited on the face of the Greek. The condensed cream of all the volumes in your series, which is 
so felicitously expressed on the first page of extracts, is exactly what was needed... . If Carson is the 
Goliath of immersionism, you are the David of pedobaptism.” 


PROFESSOR GEORGE BurRovueus, Theo. Sem., San Francisco, California. 


“There is in Christic and Patristic Baptism the like vigorous grasp of the subject in all its extent, 
breadth of erudition, depth of research, thoroughness of investigation, critical acuteness, exegetical 

enetration, soberness of common sense, soundness of judgment, and unyieldiny steadiness of faultless 
ogic, that must give your work an enduring value and make it a standard authority on this great 
controversy... . Tome the results reached are natural, satisfactory, convincing,—in many cases new, 
fresh, and stimulating,—and in some cases where I am at first inclined to hesitate, I find, on consider- 
ation, it is more easy to express a dissent, than it is to answer your reasons and suggest a better and 
more natural interpretation. ... To have been honored by God in producing four such volumes as 
yours, as a defence of the truth and a blessing to the Church, lays a nobler foundation than Cicero 
ever dreamed of, for your realizing the beauty of his words,—‘ Conscientia bene acte vite, multo- 
rumque benefactorum recordatio, jucundissima est... ” 


Rev. JoHN Hunter, D.D., Jackson, Mississippi. 


“Thank you most heartily for Christie and Patristic Baptism, as also for all four of the volumes 
which you have written upon a subject supposed to have been utterly exhausted before you touched it. 
Doubtless I am not the first by many, who has told you that your work,on baptism is a marvel from 
beginning to end. ... After carefully reading and re-reading all the volumes, I have no criticism by 
way of objection to offer. Your discussion is so thorough and philologically accurate, and the result 
so overwhelming, that our Baptist brethren can never refute it. You have shown beyond a peradven- 
ture, that the Baptists, after all their boasting and denunciation, know really less about baptism than any 
other Christian people on earth, ancient or modern. They have challenged the learned world to follow 
them ‘into all Greek literature.’ They proclaimed it to be conscious weakness or downright dishonesty 
which prevented the acceptance of their challenge. Now, their challenge has been accepted. They 
have been followed with earnestness and vigor, yet with candor and Christian forbearance, into the 
mes range of Greek literature. Let them reply; manfully, candidly, fully, and Christianly,—if 

ey can.... 

_ “There is so much that is new to mein Christic and Patristic Baptism (and for that matter there 
is in all the volumes) that I cannot undertake to criticise it. At first I was disposed to object to your 
interpretation of the Commission (Matt. 28: 11) of the baptism of 3000 on the day of Pentecost, and some 
others of a kindred nature, but the more [ reflected on the matter I became more convinced tinat it is the 
only trueone. Ofcourse I had always believed that baptism into the name of the Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghost, of baptism ‘into the name of the Lord Jesus’ were one of the same; but I am now convineed 
that no man can justly deny that the universal practice of the Apostles shows, that they are different 
baptisms, and that water has no power in the real accomplishment of the one or the other. There 
are two things which, at first, make one disposed to object. One is the established usage of the 
Church, with the apparent authority of Matt. 28:19, the other is the prevalent error, that water is 
essential toa real baptism. The notion is almost universal, that baptism is a sprinkling, or a pour- 
ing, or a dipping, and regeneration is only a baptism e gratia, There is a littie work on baptism now 
on my table, which explains the baptism ‘into Moses’ by a passage in the 77th Psalm, in that the 
skies poured out water; and thousands give this as a satisfactory explanation. How abso! itely 
barren and senseless is this-compared with the explanation given in Judaic and Christie Baptism 
The mistake, that while regeneration is by the Holy Ghost, yet that the real baptism is by water. is 
fearfully prevalent everywhere and is the main support of the dipping theory. And considering this 
error a very serious one, which imperatively demands correction, I cannot but regard your work as 
one of the most timely and severely needed, that has appeared since the Reformation. .. . The manner 
in oe you have treated the question as to the ‘ subjects’ of baptism, I regard as exceedingly forcible 
and happy.... 

“Tn a word, by your long and arduous labors you have produced the key which un 
mysteries of baptism. You have laid the church and the pinistcy under lecting Sunesucne cae this 
will be felt for generations tocome, I cannot tell you, my dear sir, how deeply I feel indebted to you 
for this master-key you have given to me for the exposition of Scripture. .. . 

“Until Christic and Patristic Baptism reached me I knew nothing, or next to nothing of Patristic 
Baptism. It gives the only clear and philosophic statement of the error of the Patrists I have ever 
seen... . I trust, my dear brother, that you will live long enough to see pious and intelligent Baptists 
every where confess their error. I believe a revolution in their sentiments is inevitable. .. .” 
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JUDGMENT OF SCHOLARS. 
“No REPLY TO DR. DALE’S GREAT WORK,” . . . LUTHERAN QUARTERLY (Prof. J. A. Brown, D.D.) 


QUARTERLY REVIEW OF THE EVANGELICAL LUTHERAN CHURCH. 


“The publication of these four volumes of Dr. Dale, by Messrs. Rutter & Co., Philadelphia, constitutes 

an epoch in the controversy on the subject of Baptism. It might be supposed that criticism had already 
been exhausted. But the reading of these caretully elaborated volumes will satisfy any one how very 
superficial and unsatisfactory is much of what has been written on the subject. No apology is needed 
for the publication of these volumes. A debt of gratitude is due to the learned author for his labors. 
Dr. Dale assumes the offensive, and carries the war into Africa. He assails his opponents in their very 
strongholds, and compels them to look well to their boasted impregnable defences. The ground of the 
controversy is entirely changed, The advocates of baptism by dipping in water are called upon to 
show any warrant in Scripture for their dogma. These volumes must call for some new movement by 
immersionists, unless they are willing to surrender thircause. There has been no formal reply to Dr. 
Dale’s great work. It may be too soon to expect a reply in full. Any one ambitious to enter the lists 
will find a most worthy opponent. 
_ “This work of Dr. Dale is very timely. If these volumes do not convert Baptists to our way of think- 
ing, they will abate a little of their dogmatism and intolerance. Dr. Dale has devoted au amount of 
time and labor to a single point, has wrought out his conclusions with a clearness and precision, and 
fortified them by a weight of proof and profusion of illustration, that give to his labors all the freshness 
and interest of original researches. 

“The first volume treats of Classic Baptism. It contains the foundation principles of the whole dis- 
cussion. The principles of Baptist writers are fully stated in their own language. They maintain that 
GanriSw expresses a ‘clear, precise, and definite, act—fo dip.’ Dr. Dale maintains that Garri(w demands 
a change of condition by intusposition within a fluid unlimited by act or time; also, without intusposi- 
tion, by assimilation through any penetrating, pervading, and controlling influence. He confirms his 
position by citations from the whole range of classic authors. The discussion is very full, compre- 
hensive, and cumplete, with subtle analysis, nice distinctions, and logical power. The verdict-of all 
candid readers must be,—the position of Baptists, as to their favorite word, is utterly overthrown. We 
had no doubt before, but Dr. Dale has made a stronger case than we had supposed to be possible. He 
not only shows that the word may not mean ‘dip,’ but never expresses the mode ol an act at all. 

“The second volume treats of Juduic Baptism. This field is much less familiar to the majority of 
scholars. It has special interest from the ample material and the thoroughness of the discussion. The 
conclusions of the author are fully warranted by the facts and ample array of proofs. 

“The third volume treats of Johannic Baptism. It opens with a notice of Baptist criticisms. If the 
Baptist cause is to be judged by these criticisms, it is hopelessly doomed. The author examines 
every case in John’s baptism. The discussion is calm, scholarly, and satisfactory. It throws great 
light on many passages. He has succeeded in a wonderful degree in so interpreting as to give har- 
mony and consistency of meaning. The examination of é and eis in connection with Banrivw 
is especially valuable. This volume must be regarded as of the highest importance. 

“The fourth and last volume is on Christie and Patristic Baptism. ‘Christic baptism in its reality is, 
like the reality of John’s baptism, purely spiritual in its nature, but is accompanied with a symbol 
rite in which the purifying nature of the real, spiritual baptism is exhibited visibly by pure water, 
sprinkled, or poured, or otherwise suitably applied to the person.’ ‘ Few things, in the whole circle 
of revelation, are established on more full, varied, and unquestionable evidence than the statement— 
that the complement of BarriSw in the New Testament is invariably an IDEAL element, suggesting the most 
controlling spiritual influence, thoroughly changing the condition of the soul, really when connected 
with the work of the Holy Ghost, symbolly, when connected with the administration of a rite.’ 

“About one hundred and fifty pages treat of Patristic Baptism. The views of baptism among the 
early Christian writers differ considerably from those set forth by inspired writers. These departures 
from Scripture teaching were based on passages misinterpreted or misapplied, among which the most 
important were Matt. 3:11; John3:5; Rom.6:3. Light is thrown upon the views which gradually 
prevailed. Obligation fo dip into water, on the ground of a divine command, or the meaning of Barriva, 
never appears; but baptisms by sprinkling, by pouring, by tears, by martyr blood, by a flaming sword, 
and divers other ways, appear continually. We are satisfied with the light thrown upon the mode of 
baptism by this discussion. Some of the most interesting and valuable results of this work consist in 
the light thrown on numerous passages of Scripture and on principles but indirectly involved. 

“There is no formal discussion of the subjects of baptism, but considerable that is very;telling is pre- 
sented. We quote one illustration as affording a specimen of the author’s style and power. ... 

“We are conscious of having given a very imperfect idea of the contents of these four volumes—the 
extent of the investigation, the fullness of the citations, the minuteness of the details of criticism, the 
application of the principles adapted to particular cases, and the light shed upon doubtful questions. 
They must be carefully studied to be properly appreciated. F ; 

“We would name the following as asummary of the most substantial results of this Inquiry: 1, A 
clear and definite meaning to GarriSw which will expound it wherever it occurs; . . . 2, The discrim- 
inating treatment of words accompanying and moditying the sense of Garrifw, with special examina- 
tion of év and «is in such relations in the New ‘estament; .. . 3, The very full collection of citations 
from Pagan, Jewish, and Christian sources for examination and illustration; .. . 4, The careful appli- 
cation of well-defined principles to the various baptisms of the New Testament to see how they will 
interpret the facts, and whether a harmonious view can be thus gained; ... 5, The aii thus afforded 
in understanding many passages in the Bible. These volumes will furnish help in settling disputed 
points both of exegesis and of doctrine... . i ; 

“There are some conclusions reached by Dr. Dale to which we cannot yield our assent. The points 
of difference, however, do not at all affect the general argument or detract from the value of these 
volumes. The meaning and usage of Gamrifw would remain the same if our author had reached a 
lifferent conclusion in the cases referred to. Our dissent has regard especially to the baptism of the 
three thousand on the day of Pentecost, the baptism of Paul, and the baptism included in the Commis- 
sion of Christ, Matt. 28:19, 20. Dr. Dale thinks that none of these have direct reference to ritual bap- 
tism and has carefully elaborated his arguments. We offer some reasons for continuing to hold the 
common view: ... What has been said in dissent must not be considered as a reply to all his state- 
ments and arguments. [The fifth reason—“ Men could not be commissioned to baptize with that higher 
baptism which belongs absolutely to God himself’’—is founded in misapprehension. The Reviewer 
and the Author are entirely at one on that point.—D.} : : ; ; 

“The spirit of these volumes is admirable. Entertainment as well as instruction will be found in 
these volumes. In the midst of abundant and very fruitful labors this ‘Country Pastor’ has found time 
to prepare and give to the world one of the most elaborate and learned works of the present genera- 


tion.”’—pp. 322-354, 
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«© A MIRACLE ALMOST OF SCHOLARLY INDUSTRY,” . . . . SOUTHERN PRESBYTERIAN QUARTERLY. 
“T ACQUIESCE IN all YOUR CONCLUSIONS,” . .. .. . + REV. A. THOMSON. 
“MONUMENTUM RE PERENNIUS,” . ..... . . »:. PROF. COLEMAN. 


SoUTHERN PRESBYTERIAN REVIEW. 


“This volume, Christic and Patristic Baptism, brings the arduous, elaborate, and successful labors of 
Dr. Dale to their final result. His researches as to the word Baptizo, as it occurs in Classic, Judaic, 
Patristic, and New Testament writers, have been absolutely exhaustive, and the primary and secondary 
senses of the word have been set forth, as they never have been before, to illustrate the nature of Jew- 
ish, Johannic, Christian, and Patristic Baptism. Christic and Patristic Baptism are set forth in this 
volume. The whole four volumes, of probably 1700 pages, are a miracle, almost, of persevering and 
scholarly industry... .”’ 


Rev, ApamM THomson, Montego Bay, Jamaica, West Indies. 


“T have read Christic and Patristic Baptism with all the care and attention which it so justly 
demands, and Icould give. And though I must frankly confess I was at first startled ay the interpre- 
tation which you put on some of the passages of Scriptures involved in the baptismal cotMroversy, and 
which were new to me, as I doubt not to many others also; yet, I am bound to acknowledge that the 
more I have perused and studied your work—I refer especially to the last volumc—the more do I feel 
disposed to acquiesce in ail the conclusions to which you have come. 6 $ 

“In my bumble judgment you have discovered and set forth the true intent and meaning of the 
Woréa of God on the whole subject of Christian Baptism; and I indulge the hope that your entire and 
exhaustive work will mark an era in the controversy on which it bears. It ought to bring it to a close. 
There is no longer room for debate. . , . I have observed ‘: Classic Baptism” noticed for review in Scot- 
land, my native land. I shall write to some of our leading ministers in Scotland respecting your able 
and admirable work, by which—I say it candidly and in the interests of Christian Truth—I for one 
feel you have laid the Church of Christ under deep and lasting obligations to you... .” 


Pror. LyMAN CoLEMAN, D.D., La Fayette College, Pennsylvania. 


“T have read with some care and with great interest your elaborate and exhaustive treatise on 
Patristic Baptism. Your main position, that GarriSw does not express or imply ‘water covering,’ 
immersion, is undeniably established by your induction of patristic authorities. 

“You have certainly shown that it implied a change of state, condition, or character, wrought either 
by the water or symbolized byit.... 

“Your books are to be standard references for all time—‘ monumentum cre perennius’—therefore 
make ae index, so that each volume can be consulted for every particular author, passage, 
and word.” 


UNITED PRESBYTERIAN MAGAZINE, Scotland. 


“We must say that this Inquiry is stored with most important matter. ...The testimony borne 
to this work by a host of distinguished men on the other side of the Atlantic (including the celebrated 
Dr. Hodge, of Princeton) fully bears outall we havesaid. The first volume has reached a fourth edition. 
-.+ We feel bound to say the patience, and industry, and labor displayed seem to us astonishing. ... 


£ 


He seems to support satisfactorily the position he assumes. , . . 


Rey. Dr. A. P. HappEr, Canton, China. 


“T have just received the fourth volume of your very complete and scholarly work on Baptism. [ 
have enjoyed the reading of this volume very greatly indeed. It has been with great difficulty that Icould 
lay it down to take needful rest in sleep. I cannot express to you the feeling I entertain of the great- 
ness of the work which you have done in these four volumes. . . . Before the array of authority which 
ion present it seems to me no one can contend against your translation and interpretation of els. ... 

his also sustains the view which you advocate that ritval baptism has reference to union with Christ 
as the Saviour and not with the Trinity. .. . On this principle I translated the Confession of Faith, 


the Larger and Shorter Catechism into Chinese, thirteen yearsago. ... I pray God to bless your labors, 
to the extension of the truth,” ; 


Parristic Baptism was intended for a separate volume. But.its impor- 
tant relation to Curistic Baptism, both in likeness and unlikeness, together 
with the desirableness of a ready comparison of the one with the other, has 
induced their incorporation in one volume. This volume, therefore, has (by 
smaller type and increased pages) double the amount of matter in either of 
the preceding volumes. The price while increased is relatively less. To 
those inexperienced in publication I may say: It is a cause of sincerest. re- 
gret that all these books could not be furnished at a much less price. The 
cost has not been fixed for pecuniary gain, but by inexorable necessity. 
Neither for labor expended nor for money invested has the Author received 
one dollar. “BUY THE TRUTH AND SELL IT NOT.” D. 


Octavo, pp. 630, price $5.00; to clergymen, $4.00. 


WM. RUTTER & CO., Publishers, 


| SEVENTH AND CHERRY STS., PHILADELPHIA, 
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